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IN RE: DEVELOPMENT PLAN HEARING * BEFORE THE
and PETITION FOR SPECIAL HERRING -
S/S 0ld Court Rozd, E of *  DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER
Branchwood Road
3rd Election Diskrict *  OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

3rd Councilmanic bistrict

* Case Nos. 1IT1-369 and 96-290-SPH
Nathan Patz, et ux, Owners; and,
Harry Belman & Irv Polashuk, Comtract Purchasers/Developers

* * * * * = * * * * *

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW ON REMAOND

This matter comes before this Hearing Officer/Deputy Zoning Com~
missioner on Remand from the County Board of Appeals for a finding as to
whether two density units were, in fact, reserved on Parcel A of the
subject site, through the lawful recordation of same. In addition to the
issue on remand, the Owners/Developers seek approval of an amendment tao the
previously approved Final Development Plan of Tne Pakz Property, also known
as the Plat of the Minor Subdivison of The Patz Property, to reflect the
proposed development, known as The Trees Property.

As indicated above, this matter came before me for consideration
of a development plan prepared by Development Engineering Consultants,
Inc., for the proposed development of the subject property by Nathan and
Doris Patz, Owners, and Harry Belman and Irv Polashuk, Contract Purchasers/
Developers, with seven single family dweliings. The property comsists of a
gross area of 7.3527 acres, more or less, zoned D.R.1, and is located on
the southeast side of 0ld Court Road and Branchwood Court. The proiect
proceeded through the concept plan conference, commmunity input meeting,
and development plan conference as required, and came before me at 2 Hear-
ing Officer's Hearing on Juiy 26, 1995. By Order dated RAugust 24, 1995, T
approved the development plan for The Trees Property, subject to certain

terms and restrictions. An appeal of my decision was subsequently heard
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by the Baltimore County Board of Appeals who, by Order dated October 25,
1995, remanded the case back to this Hearing Officer as noted sbove. &
second Hearing Officeris Hearing was scheduled for December 15, 1995, but
was subsegquently postponed so that the Applicants could file the instant
Petiticon for Special Hearing seeking the relief as set forth above. The
hearing on that Petition and the Remand from the Board of Appeals was then
heard by this Hearing Officer/Deputy Zoning Commissioner, on March 27,
1996, after which Counsel for the Owner/Applicants and the Protestants
submitted Post Hearing Memeranda of Law.

Appearing at the public hearing required for this project were
Irv Polashuk, Owner/Developer, Thomas A. Church, President, Development
Engineering Consultants, Inc., who prepared the development plan/site plan
for this property, and Benjamin Bronstein, Esgquire, attormey for the
Owner/Developer. Appearing in oppasition to the requests before me were
Elaine O'Mansky, Vice President, 014 Court/Greenspring Improvement Associa-
tion, who was represented by Stephen J. Nolan, Esguire, Ixrving S. Kroll
and Robin Kaplan, nearby residents of Branchwood Court, Neill Schechter,
who appeared on behalf of the Rkrundel Corporation, adjacent property
owners, and David S. Thaler. Numerous representatives of the wvarious
Baltimore County agencies who reviewed the plan attended the hearing.

As noted above, there are two proceedings pending before this
Deputy Zoning Commissioner/Hearing COfficer concerning this property, which
was formerly known as The Patz Property, and, also, as The Trees Properry.
Bs to the remand from the Board of Appeals, the issue before me is a very
iimited issue that has specifically been remanded to me by the Board of
Appeais. The Board of Appeals otherwise affirmed my previcus decision on

this wmatter, however, specifically remanded The case in order for me, as
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Hearing Officer, to determine whether two density units were reserved on
Parcel A of the subject site, through the lawful recordation of same. That
igs the only issue that is before this Hearing Officer on the Remand.

As to that particular issue, the following fimdings of fact are
made. The property which is the subject of this case, formerly known as
"The Patz Property", proceeded through the minor subdivision process in
accordance with the development regulations of Baltimore County and re-
ceived minor subdivision approval on June 3, 1991. Entered intc evidence
as Developer's/Petiticner's Exhibit 1, was a plat of The Patz Property,
showing the subdivision of the property, which, at that time, consisted of
10.84 acres, into three separate parcels: Parcel A {1.0308 acres), Lot 1
(2.9 acres), and Tract B (5.6719 acres). This plat bears the signatures
of David Thomas, a representative of the Department of Pubklic Works, and
Frank Fisher, a representative of the Office of Planning and Zoning, both
signatures dated June 3, 1991. In addition, the subdivision plat specifi-
cally allocated the demsity units that would be associated with Parcel A
(1.6808 acres), TFract B {(5.6719 acres), and Lot 1 (2.9 acres) which was
subsequently seld pursuant to the minor subdivision. These density alloca-
tions were contained on Page 2 of the aforementioned minor subdivision
plat. It is from this minor subdivision plat, which received full approv-
al from Baltimore County in June, 1991, that density has been allocated to
Parcel A and Tract B in the aformentioned manner. Therefore, in response
to the Remand of the Board of Appeals, I firnd that the proper procedures
were followed in 1991 and that two density units were, in fact, reserved
on Parcel A, pursuant to the development regulations of Baltimore County.

As to the Petition for Special Hearing, the Petitioners reguested

approval of an amendment to the Final Developmeni Plan of The Patz Property
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to be consistent with the seven-lot subdivision known as The Trees Property
which came before me for development plan approval in July 1995. The site
plan submitted with the Petitiom for Special Hearing, which was accepted
and marked into evidence as Petitioner's Exhibit 3A, depicis the seven lots
which were created on the property, pursunant to my Order issued in August,
1995. At that time, the Petiticners did not regquest a special hearing to
amend the previously approved Final Development Plan of The Patz Property
to show that the remaining 7.35%27 acres had been subdivided inteo seven lots.
Thus, the Petition for Special Hearing is necessary to reflect the changes
that were made to the property, in effect, showing two lots on Parcel A,
and five lots on Tract B, which is consistent with the density allocations
specified on the mincr subdivision plat entitled “The Patz Property”.

After due consideration of the testimony and evidence presented,
it is clear that an amendment to the previcusly approved final development
plan 1s appropriate and should be approved. The relief reguested will not
be detrimental to the public heaith, safety, and generat welfare and meets
the spirit and intent of the zoning regulations.

Therefore, pursuant to the zoning and developmenit plan regulations
of Baltimore County as contained within the B.C.Z.R. and Subtitle 26 of the
Baltimore County Code, the advertising of the property and public hearing
held thereon, the relief reguested on Remand and the Petition for Specisl
Bearing shall be granted in accordance with the following:

IT IS ORDERED by t%e Deputy Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Officer
for Baltimore County this [ J *” day of March, 1997 that the minor subdivi-
sion of "The Patz Property® received full and final approval by Baltimore
County in June, 19931, and was, in fact, lawfully recorded, in accordance

with the development regulations of Baltimore County in effect at the time

it

i=)



,Wf/%, 57(24 FILING

ORDER RECE

7

§

Date
By

of its approval, and further, that two density units

were reserved on

Parcel A of the subject property, which is consistent with the development

plan for The Trees Property, identified as Developer's Exhibit 1;

and as

such, the relief reguested in the Remand be and is hereby APPROVED; and,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Petition for Special Hearing to

approve an amendment to the Final Development Plan
also known as the Plat of the Minor Subdivison
accordance with Developer's/Petiticner's Exhibit
GRANTED, and is consistent with the seven lots
Exhibit 3A.

Any appeal of this decision must be taken

tion 26-209 of the Baltimore County Code.

of The Patz Properiy,

of The Patz Property, in

1, be and 1is

hereby

depicted on Petitioner's

in accordance with Sec-

oo, oo

TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO
Hearing Officer

TMK:bijs
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for Baltimcore County



Baltimore County Suite 112, Courthouse
Zoni .o 400 Washington Avenue
oning Commissioner
£ . ) Towson, Maryland 21204
Office of Planning and Zoning (410) 887-4386
March 14, 1997

Benjamin Bronstein, Esquire

Evans, George and Bronstein

29 W. Susgquehanna Avenue, Suite 205
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: DEVELOPMENT PLAN HEARING and PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARTNG
8/8 01ld Court Road, E of Branchwood Road
3rd Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District
Nathan Patz, et ux, Owners; and,
Harry Belman & Irv Polashuk, Contract Purchasers/Developers
Case Nos. III-369 and 96-290-SPH

Dear Mr. Bronstein:

Enclosed please find a copy of the decision rendered 1in the
above-captioned matter. The Remand portion of the Development Plan has
been approved and the Petition for Special Hearing granted Iin accordance
with the attached Order.

In the event any party finds the decision rendered is unfavor-
able, any party may file an appeal to the County Board of Appeals within
thirty (30) days of the date of this Order. For further information on
filing an appeal, please contact the Zoning Administration and Development
Management office at 887-3391.

Very truly yours,

Ausit o 1o o

TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO
Deputy Zoning Commissicner
™K :bis for Baltimore County

cc: Mr. & Mre. Nathan Patz, One Slade Avenue, Baltimore, Md. 21208
Messrs. Richard Belman/Irv Polashuk, 3416 Keyser Road, Balto. Md.21208
¥r. Thomas Church, Development Engineering Consultants, Inc.

6603 York Road, Baltimore, Md4d. 21212

Stephen J. Nolan, Esquire, Nolan, Plumhoff & Williams
502 Washington Avenue, Suite 700, Towson, Md. 21204

Ms. Elaine O'Mansky, Vice President, 014 Court Greensprlng'Imp Assoc.
2 Sazony Court, Baltimore, Md. 21208

Mr. Irving S. Kroll, 8 Branchwcod Court, Baltimore, Md. 21208

Ms. Robin Kaplan, 4 Branchwoed Court, Baltimore, Md. 21208

Neil Schechter, Esguire, 233 E. Redwood Street, Baltimore, Md. 2120

Ms. Chris Rorke, Proj.Mgr., DPDM; DEPRM; DPW; Peoples Counsel; F% )
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rE:  PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING * BEFORE THE
SEC 01d Court Road and Branchwood Court
{Trees Property), 3rd Election Distriet, * ZONING COMMISSIONER
3rd Councilmanic
* OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Legal Qwners: Nathan and Doris Patz
Contract Purchasers: Richard Belman and * CASE NC. S6-280-5PH
Irv Polashuk
Petitioners *
% * * x * * * x * * * * *

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

Please enter the appearance of the People's Counsel in the above-
captioned matter. MNotice should be sent of any hearing dates or other
proceedings in this matter and of the passage of any preliminary or

final Order.

i}h&?éEX;J(/{59¥w/Zztz7vv?7k£447ha4ﬁ\_
PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN
People's Counsel for Baltimore County

(Lgante S W
’

CAROLE S. DEMILIO

Deputy Pecople's Counsel

Room 47, Courthouse

400 Washington Avenue

Towson, Mb 21204

{412} 837-2188

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 62r7 day of February, 1996, a copy
of the foregoing Entry of Appearance was mailed to Benjamin Bronstein,
Esquire, Evans, George & Bronstein, 29 W. Susquehanna Avenue, Suite
205, Towson, MD 21204, attorney for Petitioners.

P Mone Zermeemen

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN

B T
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P Petition for Spemzl g%alél@gg
@E 1Y/ to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County

South sdide of 014 Court Road at
forthepmpertyloeatedat East side Branchwood Court 10.84 acres

which is presenily zoned DR 1
This Petition shall be filed with the Office of Zoning Administration & Development Management.
The undersigned, legat owner{s) of the property situate in Baitimore County and which is described in the description and piat attached

hereto and made a part hereof, hereby petition for a Special Hearing under Section 500.7 of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimare County,
to determine whether ar not the Zoning Commissioner should approve amendment to the Final Development

Plan of "The Patz Property" also kneown as Plat of the Minor Subdivision of
"The Patz Property”.

ORE

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations.
I, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Special Hearing advertising, posting, etc., upon filing of this petition, and further agree to and
are to be bound by the zening regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore County.

/We do solemnly declare and affirm, under the penaibes of perjury, that |Awe are the
legai owner(s) of the property wiich 1s the subject of this Petihon,

Legal Owner(s)

Nathan Patz

Contract Purchaset/Lessee:

Richard Belman and Irv_Polashuk

{Type or Print Name) @W {Type ar Print Name}
-~ A
Fehiad Bilriasr A el i
Signature Signature ! h 2
3416 Keyser Road Doris Patz
Address {Type orPnint Name}
Baltimore, Maryland 21208 &MW ( ] C&t y
City State Zipcode Signature a/
L. . One Slade Avenue 410-486-6048
Attomey for Pettioner: Benjamin Bronsteln Address Phone No.
Evans; ?ec e gnd Bronstein )
g /3 Baltimore Marvland 212
City State Zipcode

{Fype or, )
Name, Address and phone number of representahive 1o be contacted.
2; %ﬂ,& Thomas Church, P.E.
Development Engineering Consultants, Inc.

/é ‘/ Name 6603 York Road
Susqgiehanna Ave., Suite 205 Ralfimore, MD 21212 {410) 377-2600
Address (4]_0} 2060200 Phone No. Address VPMne No.
9 TOWSON ;s Marvl and 21204 I OFFICE LSE Onyy I
X City State Zipcoae
ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING
unavailable for Heering

f‘ \i the following datis Next Two Moaths
ALL OTHER

REVIEWED SY; 9/M DATE I“;Z"ib

wﬂ@%g%ﬁ FILING
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DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, INC.

Site Engineers & Surveyors 6603 York Road

Baitimore, Maryland 21212

{410) 377-2600

(410) 377-2625 Fax
ZONING DESCRIPTICN

TREES PROPERTY 9(0 -7 96 _S @%

3RD ELECTION DISTRICT
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

BEGINNING for the same at a point in or near the center of
01d Court Road, as described in a Deed dated July 30, 1980 and
recorded among the Land Records of Baltimore County in Liber 6188,
Folio 770, 1) thence leaving 0ld Court Road, South 40 degrees 52
minutes 37 seconds East 741.17 feet to a point; 2) thence South 44
degrees 53 minutes 47 seconds West 428.33 feet to a point,
situated on the northeasterly most side of a 50.00' right-of-way,
formerly known as Oak Road; 3) thence running with and binding on
said right-of-way North 63 degrees 31 minutes 10 seconds West
480.00 feet to a point situated on the northeasterly most right-
of-way line of Branchwood Court, being a variable width right-of-
way; 4) thence running with and binding on the last mentioned
right-of-way, the following three courses and distances: North 53
degrees 17 minutes 10 seconds West 200.00 feet; 5) thence North 39
degrees 34 minutes 10 seconds West 200.00 feet; 6) thence with a
curve to the right having a radius of 29.80 feet, an arc of 51.24
feet and being subtended by a chord bearing and distance of North
09 degrees 42 minutes 08 seconds East 45.16 feet to a point on the
southeasterly side of 01d éourt Road; 7) thence North 31 degrees
02 minutes 10 seconds West 15.00 feet to a point in or near the
center of Old Court Road; 8) thence running along the center of

0ld Court Road, the following two courses and distances: North 58
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degrees 57 minutes 50 seconds East 307.49 feet to a point; 9)
thence North 59 degrees 26 minutes 36 seconds East 315.05 to the
point of beginning.

Containing 472,206 square feet or 10.8403 acres of land, more
or less.

Being all that land as described in a Deed dated July 30,
1980, and recorded among the Land Records of Baltimore County in

Liber 6188, Folic 770.

94-168

1-11-96
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CEZRTIFICATE OF POSTING
IDONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Towsen, Maryisnd

j/‘”é Date of | e
Posted for: _-fﬂoa/%/w e

Lacaﬁonot'pmpcty: jg/// M M 7 ?/QWM------

Posted by -%“/ ”@/@WK/K cer—=e-  Data of r;tum:.--- —--

71,
Nuzber of Signs: f"’”CHQHLMED




CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TOWSON, MD.. % 197¢

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisernent was

published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper published

in Towson, Baltimore County, Md., once in each of __/_ successive

weeks, the first publication appearing on Z/.Ag LT 19 _ié

THE JEFFERSONIAN,

U. Henadbos

LEGAL AD. - TOWSON
Sminiahauny

Ll
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Post by: 2/20/96

CASE NUMBER: 96-290-SPH (Item 291)

Trees Property

SEC 01d Court Road and Branchwood Court

3rd Election District - 3rd Councilmanic

Legal Owner: Nathan patz and Doris Patz

Contract Purchaser: Richard Belman and Irv Polashuk

Special Hearing to approve amendment to the Final Development Plan of
the "Patz Property”, also known as Plat of the Minor Subdivision of the
"rhe Patz Property”.

Remand from Baltimore County Borad of hppeals.

HEARING: WEDNESDAY, MARCH 6, 1996 at 9-00 a.m. in Room 118, 01d
Courthouse.
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\#"OQE“CO ) N .
§ *%}0’2 Baltimore County b e‘fehpmg}t Processing
) p £ P . d County Office Building
\%* Cpartment of Fermits at 111 West Chesapeake Avenue
. Development Management v , 204
G O fowson, Maryland 21

ZONTNG HEARING ADVERTISING AND POSTING REQUTREMENTS & PROCEDURES

Baltimore County zoning regulations require that notice be given to the
general public/neighboring property owners relative to property which
is the subiject of an upcoming zoning hearing. For those petitions which
require a public hearing, this notice is accomplished by posting a sign
on the property and placement of a notice in at least one newspaper of
general circulation in the County.

This office will ensure that the legal reguirements for posting and
advertising are satisfied. However, the petitioner is responsible for
the costs associated with these requirements.

PAYMENT WIllL BE MADE AS FOLLOWS:

1) Posting fees will be accessed and paid to this office at the
time of filing.

2) Billing.for legal advertising, due upon receipt, will come
from and should be remitted directly to the newspaper.

NON-PAYMENT OF ADVERTISING FEES WILL STAY ISSUANCE OF ZONING ORDER.

ARNOLD JABLON, DIRECTOR

For newspaper advertising:

Ttem No.: Q—q! Petitioner: /yﬂ' THAN /0&?-2

Location: S£ Copnfl oFf 04D 7. RD - égﬁ’ijéab [t g

PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO:

NAME: &&{j A 1ad &b_ﬂ_g el s E e

rooress;_ 27 L. C*?Qm@cng:QNMﬂ A S 208
L owrsoni,  Mcd- 222 0K

PHONE NUMBER: 296 — O2.00

[
TN Prmted wseth Soybean ink

£ oF on Recycied Papert - 12
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Development Processing

Baltimore Coun
Department of }Ey its and County Office Building
> > an 111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Development Management Towson, Maryland 21204

ey

February 29, 1996

NOTICE OF REASSIGNMENT

CASE NUMBER: 96-2%90-SPH (Item 291)

Trees Property

SEC 0ld Court Road and Branchwood Court

3rd Election District - 3rd Councilmanic

Legal Owner: Nathan Patz and Doris Patz

Contract Purchaser: Richard Belwan and Irv Polashuk

Special Hearing to approve amendment to the Final Development Plan of
the "Patz Property"”, also known as Plat of the Minor Subdivision of the
"The Patz Property”.

Remand from Baltimore County Board of Appeals.

NEW HEARING DATE: TUESDAY, MARCH 12, 1996 at 9:09 a.m. in Room 118, Old
Courthouse.

ARNOLD JABLON
DIRECTOR

cc: Nathan and Doris Patz
Thomas Church, P.E.
Richard Belman and Irv Polashuk
Benjamin Bromstein, Esq.
Stephen Nolan, Esg.
Nancy Paige, Esqg.

gﬂy.f_:‘?‘f“‘,.”:‘nmr—am LY,
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Printed with Soybean ink

on Recycled Paper
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Baltimore County Development Processing
County Office Building

‘3\0
S

%3
(&) o~
£ * )

£ .

%2@, gep . ent ofoermlts and 111 West Chesapeake Avenue

o g evelopment Management Towson, Maryland 21204
February 12, 1996

NOTICE OF HEARING

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by amthority of the Zoning Act and Regulations of Baltimore
Comnty, will hold a public hearing on the property identified herein in
Room 106 of the County Office Building, 111 W. Chesepeake Avenue in Towson, Maryland 21204
or
Room 118, 014 Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204 as follows:

CASE NUMBER: 96-290-SPH (Ttem 291)

Trees Property

SEC 01d Court Road and Bramnchwood Court

3rd Election Distriect - 3rd Councilmenic

Legal Owner: Nathan Patz and Daris Patz

Contract Purchaser: Richard Belman and Irv Polashuk

Special Hearing to approve amendment to the Final Development Plan of the "Patz Property®, also known as
Plat of the Minor Subdivision of the "fhe Patz Property®.
Remend from Baltimore County Borad of Appeals.

HERRTNG: WEDNESDAY, MARCH 6, 1996 =t 9:00 a.m. in Room 118, 01d Courthonse.

@%

ces Nathan and Doris Patz
Thomas Church, PLE.
Richard Belman and Irv Polashuk
Benjamin Bromstedn, Esg.

NOTES: (1) ZONING SIGN & POST MUST BE RETURNED TO RM. 104, 111 W. CHESAPEAKE AVENUE ON THE HEARTNG DATE.
(2) HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPRED ACCESSTELF; FOR SPECTRL ACCOMMODATIONS PLEASE CALL 887-3353.
(3) FOR JNFORMATION CONCERING THE FILE AND/OR HEARTNG, CORTACT THIS OFFICE AT 837-33%1.
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‘:\OQE &> N
AL, satimore couny Devdopne Prosing
. oun ce Building
b3
T gepa;‘tment Of;;enmts and 111 West Chesapeake Avenue
o D evelopment Management Towson, Maryland 21204

March 22, 1996
VIA FAX 4 !%f 7y

NOTICE OF REASSIGNMENT

CASE NUMBER: 96-290-SPH (Item 291)
Trees Property

SEC 0ld Court Road and Branchwood Court

3rd Election District - 3rd Councilmanic

Legal Owner: Nathan Patz and Doris Patz

Contract Purchaser: Richard Belman and Irv Polashuk

Special Hearing to approve amendment to the Final Development Plan of
the "Patz Property", alsc known as Plat of the Minor Subdivision of the
"The Patz Property”. -

HEARING: WEDNESDAY, MARCH 27, 1996 at 3:00 p.m. in Room 106, County
Office Building.

ARNOILD JABLON
DIRECTOR

cc: Stephen J. Nolan, Esq. (fax #296-2765}
Benjamin Bronstein, Esq. (fax #296-3719)
Nancy E. Paige, Esq. {fax #576-4167)
Tom Church {(fax #377-2625)

baY Printed with Soybean nk rianld
\GCQ on Recycled Paper
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> *@}éﬁ Baltimore County
Department of Permits and
Development Management

L

Sl

Development Processing
County Office Building

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

e

)

<

February 28, 1996

Benjamin Bronstein, Esquire
Evans, George and Bronstein
29 W. Susquehanna Ave., Suite 205
Towson, MD 21204

RE: Item No.: 291
Case No.: 96-290-3PH
Petitioner: N. Patz, et ux

Dear Mr. Bronstein:

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC)}, which consists of representa-
tives from Baltimore County approval agencies, has reviewed the plans
submitted with the above referenced petition, which was accepted for
processing by Permits and Development Management {PDM), Zoning Review, on
Jamuary 31, 1996.

Any comments submitted thus far from the members of ZAC that offer or
request information on your petition are attached. These comments are not
intended to indicate the appropriateness of the zoning action requested,
but to assure that all parties (zoning commissijoner, attorney, petitioner,
etc.) are made aware of plans or problems with regard to the proposed
improvements that may have a bearing on this case. Only those comments
that are informative will be forwarded to you; those that are not
informative will be placed in the permanent case file.

If you need further information or have any questions regarding these
comments, please do not hesitate to contact the commenting agency or Joyce
Watson in the zoning office (887-3391).

Sincerely, - .
: a
W. Carl Richards, Jr. . b/
Zoning Supervisor
WCR/jw
Attachment(s)
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David L. Winstead

Maryland Department of Transportation T
State Highway Administration Administrator

February 15, 1996

Ms. Joyce Watson RE: Baltimore County
Baltimore County Office of MD 133 (south side)
Permits and Development Management Trees Property

County Office Building opposite Eden Roe Way
Room 109 Speciatﬁe%ring request
111 W. Chesapeake Avenue tem/#291 (JCM)
Towson, Maryland 21204 Mile{’@!f.(ﬂ

Dear Ms. Watson:

In our previous review of the development plan for the subject item, and in our
letter to Mr. Donald Rascoe, Development Manager for Baltimore County, dated June
27, 1995, we indicated that the proposed dedication and entrance improvements
indicated on the plan are generally acceptable to the State Highway Administration

(SHA).

Since the proposed residential entrances will serve iess than five (5) lots, the
developer must contact Mr. Randy Brown, Resident Maintenance Engineer at 410-363-
1315 in order to obtain the required permit necessary to construct the proposed
entrances onto MD 133.

Therefore, we have no objection to approval of the plan as submitted.

Since our review of the current plans reveals no revisions to the proposed
access onto MD 133, our previous comments remain valid and we have no obijection
to approval of the special hearing request.

Should you have any questions, please contact Bob Small at 410-545-5581.
{=_Rénald Burns, Chief
Engineering Access Permits
Division
BS/es

410-545-5600 (Fax# 333-1041)

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Speech ke T,
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free T

Mailing Address: P.0. Box 717 e Bzltithore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street o Baltimore, Maryland 21202



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director February 21, 1996
Zoning Administration and
Development Management

FROM: J. Lawrence Pi]sgé%Z;d
Development Cocrd¥nator, DEPRM
SUBJECT: Zoning Item §291;> Patz Property

01d Court Rea@~% Branchwood Court
Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting of February 12, 1996

The Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management offers
the following comments on the above-referenced zoning item:

Environmental Impact Review

Development of the property must comply with the Reguiations for the
Protection of Water Quality, Streams, Wetlands and FloodpTains (Sections
14-331 through 14-350 of the Baltimore County Code).

Development of this property must comply with the Forest Conservation
Regu]ations(Secticns 14-401 through 14-422 of the Baltimore County Code).

JLP:VK:sp

PATZ/DEPRM/TXTSBP

Y



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDEUNCE

TD: Arncld Jablon, Director DATE: Feb. 20, 1888
Zoning Administration and Development Management

FROM: bert W. Bowling, P.E., Chief
evelopment Plans Review Division
BE: Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting

for February 20, 18986
Item No. 281

ha Development Plansg Review Division has reviewed
the subject zoning item. A final landscape plan must be
approved by this office prior to release of permits.

BWB:sw



BALTIMORE COURNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Arnold Jablon, Director, PDM DATE: February 13, 1996
FROM: Arnold ¥. "Pat™ Keller, III, Director, PO
SUBJECT: Patz Property

INFORMATION:
N

Item Number: {291 j
Petitioner: \Egpé/iroperty

Property Size:

Zoning: DR-1

Requested Action: Special Hearing

Hearing Date: / /

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS:

The attached comments reflect the position of this office.

prepared by: /Z,z/é//; sy W %m/

Division Chief:

PK/JIL
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

REVISED DEVELOPMENT PLAN COMMENTS

TO: Arnold Jablon, Director - Office of Permits & Development Management

FROM: Arnold F. (Pat) Keller, III, Director - Office of Planning and
Community Conservation

DATE: July 11, 1995

PROJECT NAME: Trees Property
PROJECT NUMBER: III-369
PROJECT PLANNER: Ervin McDaniel

RECOMMENDATTONS

Staff has reviewed the submitted materials and recommends APPROVAL
subject to the listings below.

Scenic_Route
The Office of Planning has reviewed the required scenic route material
(photographs, landscape plan and cross-sections) and find that this
project does not have a negative impact on the scenic quality of 01d
Court Road.

Road Connection
Staff has reviewed documentation (cross-section, revised development
plan showing the public road, and the Arundel Greenspring Quarry Recla-
mation Development Plan) and will not require this project to have a
road connection to the Arundel Greenspring Quarry site.

The cross-sections and revised development plan revealed that a public
road would have a negative impact on 0ld Court Road, the existing house
on site and the development potential of the site. The Reclamation
Development Plan for the Arundel Greemspring Quarry does not show any
connections to the properties fronting Old Court Road.

Landscaping .
The final Landscape Plan should show a landscape buffer at the rear of

lot 6 and the existing house at 2917 0ld Court Road.

Division Chief: i ﬂ““N %{(’/OM

EMB: rdn

P T T L

Ll .
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9503369.0D2/PZONE/CONCEPT Fg.



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

DEVELOPMENT PLAN CONFERENCE

TO: Arnold Jablon, Director - Zoning Administration & Development Management
FROM: Arnold F. (Pat) Keller, III, Director - Office of Planning and Zoning
DATE: July 5, 1995

PROJECT NAME: Trees Property

PROJECT NUMBER: III-369

PROJECT PLANNER: Ervin Mchaniel

GENERAL. TNFORMATTON:

Applicant Name: Harry Belman & Irv Polashuk

3416 Keyser Rd Baltimore MD 21208
Location: South side cormer 0l1d Court Rd & Branchwood
Councilmanic District: Znd
Growth Management Area: Community Conservation Area
Zoning: IR 1
Acres: 7.7986% acres

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:

North: IR 1 Single-family Homes
South: DR 3.5 Greenspring Quarry
East: DR 1 Single-family Homes
West: DR 1 Single-family Homes

Project Proposal:
The Applicant is proposing 7 single-family dwelling units on 7.7986% of land
zoned DR 1. A request will be made to allow a panhandle longer than the
maximum length permitted to the existing dwelling on Lot 7. The tract is
predominately wooded with some lawn. There is a stream, wetlands and
floodplain located on the western portion of the property.

9503369 . DEV/PZONE/CONCEPT L Pg.
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PROJECT NAME: Trees Property PROJECT NUMBER: II1II1-369

Project History:
This site was the subject of a minor subdivision (Patz Property) which was
approved on June 3, 1991. It created 3 parcels (Parcel 567, 569, and 570).
Parcels 569, and 570 are proposed for development. There is a dwelling
located on Parcel 567 and cne located on Parcel 570. These dwellings will
remain. A variance was granted from guantity stormwater management on March
5, 1992.

Other Anticipated Actions and Additional Review Items:

Special Exception —.  Referral to Planning Board _____  PUD
_ X Variance * . Compatibility _______ Other
_____ Waiver __X  Bcenic Route

RTA Modification —___ Design Review Panel

* A varjance for stormwater management quality control was granted on March 5,

1992,

PARTIES TO BE NOTIFIED BY APPLICANT:

ALL ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS Helmsley Court HOA
Steve Frenkil
Greenspring East 4 Hurlingham Courtt
William Flax Baltimore MD 21203
27 Williwood Court
Baltimore MD 21209 01d Court Greenspring Imprvmt Assn

Harry Goldberg, President
3131 01d Court Road
Baltimore MD 21208

MEETINGS:
Concept Plan Conference 02 / 21/ 95 Community Input Meeting a3 / 29/95
fevelopment Plan Conference 07 /05 /95 Hearing Officer's Hearing 07 /726 /95
Plarning Board /7

RECOMMENDATTON(S)

The Office of Planning and Zoning has reviewed the Development Plan for
conformance with the Concept Plan comments of February 17, 1995 and will not
make recommendations to the Hearing Officer until the following information
that was reguested at the Concept Plan Conference is submitted to the Plan-
ning Office.

TR e e

9503369 . DEV/PZONE /GONCEPT : BRI Pg.
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B8/mlg/03.11.95

RE: THE TREES PROPERTY * BEFORE THE
* ZONING COMMISSIONER

CASE NO.: 96-290-SPH (Item 20)
* OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

* * * * * %* * * * %* * * *

SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM

TCQ: Joseph Merrey, Planner
Office of Permits and Development
Management for Baltimore County
County Office Building
111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

At the request of Benjamin Bronstein, Esquire, attorney for
the Developer, you are commanded to appear and testify at the

following date, time and place:

Date: Tuesday, March 12, 1996
Time: 9:00 a.m.
Place: Zoning Commissioner Hearing Room, Courthouse, 400

Washington Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204

YOU FURTHER ARE COMMANDED to bring with you to the hearing the
Department of Permits and Development Management file for the Trees

Property as are within your possession, custody, or control.

// - " e e
e . / 7 .
< oning Commissioner for Baltimore County

bate of Issuance: %? /?’ /925’
7
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Baltimore County
Zoning Commissioner
Office of Planning

Jay L. Lenrow, Esquire

Lenrow, Kohn, Howard & Oliver
Seven St. Paul Street, 9% Floor
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1626

Suite 405, County Courts Bldg,
401 Bosley Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204
410-887-4386

March 29, 1699

RE: DEVELOPMENT PLAN HEARING & PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING

(The Trees Property)

Harry Belman and Irv Polashuk — Owners/Developers

Case No. I11-369 and 96-290-SPH

Dear Mr. Lenrow:

In response to your letter dated March 16, 1999 concerning the above-captioned

matter, the following comments are offered.

I have reviewed the contents of your letter and the terms and conditions of the Order
issued by me on August 24, 1995. After careful consideration of your request, I find that the
proposed modification is significant and that it would not be appropriate for me to amend my
decision without a new hearing on the matter. Therefore, it is suggested that you contact Mr.
Amold Jablon, Director of the Department of Permits and Development Management (DPDM)
at 887-3333, for a determination as to bow you should proceed.

Should you have any further questions on the subject, please do not hesitate to call.

TMK:bjs
ce: % File

—.‘G ., Printed wath Soybean Ink
= 0
\-—Cy on Recycled Papear

Very truly yours,

\_/%{z{}-z; /477/*20—6—0

TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
for Baltimore County
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LAW QFFICES
EVANS, GEORGE AND BRONSTEIN

SUSQUEHANNA BUILDING, SUITE 205
29 WEST SUSQUEHANNA AVENUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
{410) 296-0200
FAX: (410} 296-3719

L. ROBERT EVANS CONSTANCE K PUTZEL
HARRIS JAMES GEORGE OF COUNSEL

BENJAMIN BRONSTEIN
MICHAEL J. CHOMEL

January 30, 1996

HAND DELIVERED

Arnold Jablon, Director
Department of Permits

and Development Managenent
County Office Building
111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: The Trees Property

Dear Mr. Jablon:

I am enclosing the following:

1. Petition for Special Hearing in triplicate.

2. Zoning description under seal in triplicate.

3. Copy of 200 scale zoning map.

4. Twelve (12) copies of the Second Amended Development

Plan/Development Plan - Trees Property.
5, My check to cover cost and property posting.

The development plan for this property was filed in PDM III-
369. In that case the Board of Appeals approved the development
plan but remanded the case to the Zoning Commissioner for purposes
of amending the final development plan. I am therefore requesting
that this filing, together with the remanded case be promptly set
in for a consolidated expedited hearing before the Zoning
Commissioner/Hearing Officer.

e A N P4
e A ~<3;;¢@A/(, ?2%;, ) f?éfkéi . dgﬂﬁ;aﬁ;/CZﬁ%



Arnold Jablon, Director
Department of Permits

and Developnment Management
January 30, 1996
Page 2

Thank you for your kind attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

BB/mlg
Enclosures

cc: Thomas A. Church, President
Development Engineering Consultants, Inc.

Mr. Joseph Merrey
Office of Permits and Development
Management for Baltimore County

Mr. Harry Belman
Mr. Irv Polashuk

i



L ROBERT EVANS
HARRIS JAMES GECRGE
BENJAMIN BRONSTEIN
MICHAEL J. CHOMEL

VIA FAX 887-3468

LAY OFFICES
EVANS, GEORGE AND BRONSTEIN

SUSQUEHANNA BUILDING SUITE 205
29 WEST SUSQUEHANNA AVENUE
TOWSCON, MARYLAND 21204
(410) 296-0200
FAX: (410) 296-3719

March 8, 1996

AND FIRST CLASS MATL

The Honorable Lawrence Schmidt
Zoning Commissioner for
Baltimore County

Courthouse

400 Washington Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Ll
[
iy
e |
previommmras

VIA FAX 887-~5708

Arnold Jablon,
Department of Permits and
Development Management

CONSTANCE K. PUTZEL
OF COUNSEL

AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Director

County Office Building

RE: Trees Property

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Case No.: 96-290-SPH (Item 20)

Dear Commissioner Schmidt and Mr. Jzblon:

This letter is to inform you that I categorically oppose the

request for continuance made by Stephen J.
captioned matter.

BB/mlg

cc: Stephen J. Nolan, Esquire (via fax 296-2765)

Very truly yours,

Nolan in the above-

EVANS OR: iiZ?;ﬁf?NSTEIN

Beg?amin ronstein

/

Nancy E. Paige, Esquire (via fax 576-4167)
Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire (via fax c/o 887-3182)
People’s Counsel




. @ - 410 236 3719 (@ 03.96 14:53 P02
E LAW OFFICES
EvaNS, GEORGE AND BRONSTEIN
~ SUSQUEHANNA BUILDING, SUITE 205
29 WEST SUSQUEHANNA AVENUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
{d10) 296-0200C
FAX. (410} 2¢6-4710
L ROBERT EVANS CONSTANCE X PUTZEL
HARRIS JAMES CECROE OF COUNSEL
BENJAMIN BRONSTEIN
MICHALL J CHOMEL
March 8, 1996

Yia Fax 887-~3468 YIA FRZ 887-5708

AND FIFEBT CLASS MATL AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

The Honorable Lawrence Schmidt Arnold Jablen, Director

Zoning Commissione or Department of Permits anc

Baltimore COUhtf Development Managemernt
Courthouse County Cffice Building
£ 3

400 Washirgton aveny

N West Chesapeaks Avenue
Towson, Maryiangd 212

a4 Towson, Maryiand 21204

RE: Jreeg ¥roperty
Caze No.: 96-25¢-8PH {(item 29)

Dear f"nén i

Comnissicner Sehmidt and WMr. Japlon:

This letter is to 4nform you that I categorically oppose the
Tequest for continusnce made by stephen J. Nolar in the adove-
captioned matter.

Very truly yours,
nS 7BEORE?/5?B BRONSTEIN
rn/(
Ben amln/ﬁronsteln
BB/mly 4

cCc:  Stephen J. Nolan, ¥s
Nancy E. paige, Esgu re
Peter Max Zirmerman, Esguire {(via fax c/o 887-3182)
People’s Counsel

NMICROFILMED.
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LAW OFFICES
EvANS, GEORGE AND BRONSTEIN

SUSQUEHANKA BUILDING, SUITE 209
29 WEST SUSQUEHANNA AVENUL
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
(310 264-0200
FAX. 1410) 296-3719
L ROBERT EVANS CONSTANCE X BPUTZEL
HARRIS JAMES CECGRCE OF COUNSEL
BENJAMIN BRONSTEIN
MICHALL & CHOMEL

MULTIPLE FAX TRANSHITTAL
= o S

TO: The Hon. Lawrence Schmidt | FAX NO.: 887-3468
zoning Commissioner

TO: Arnold Jablon, Director FAX NO.,: 887-5708
Dept. of Permiis &
Developmant Managemel.t

TO: Stephen J. Nolan, Esg. FAX NC.: 298-2765
TO: Nancy E. Palge, Esq. FAY NO.: 5764167 i
i
TO: Peter Max Zimmerman ) FAX NO.: c/¢ 837-3182 i
Pecple’s C?ungel ) i i
= SEEENNEE = i)
: o . i }
FROM: Benjanmin Bronsteln { PHONE NG.: £10-296-0200 !
- } 2
DATE: March 8, 1856 ! payes {inciuding cover) 2
[Referehce: Trees Preperioy

|
|
_

Message:

ORIGINAL Will NOT FOLIOW __

g

ORIGINAL WILL FOLLOW B5Y _ 7  REGULAR MAIL
COURIER
OTHER

FPRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL

THE INPORMATION SBUFPLIED IN THIS FACBIMILE MEESBAGE I8 CONFIDERTIAL
INFORMATION INTENDED ONLY FIR THE USE CF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY NAHED
ABOVE AND MAY BE LEGALLY ¥RI¥ILEFED. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE I8
NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIEXT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY
DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION OR COPY oF THIS MESSAGE I8 BTRICTLY
PROXIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RRBCEIVED THIE COMMUNICATION IN BRROR, PLEASE
IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US BY TELEPHONE AKRD RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO U8
AT THE ADDRESS REFERENCED ABOVE VIR THE UNITED STATES POSTZL SERVICE.
THANK YOU.

IF ¥YOU WISH TO SPRAK TO DATE SENT: March 8, 1996
THE FAX OPERATOR, PLEASE TIME SENT: 3:40 p.m.
CALL 410-296-0200 OPERATOR: Michelle
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Law OFFICES

NEWTON A.WILLIAMS UAMES D MOLAN
THOMAS J RENNER NoLAN., PLUMHOFF & WILLIAMS - (RETIRED 1980}
WILLIAM B ENGLEHART, JR H 5:8

CHARTERED J EARLE PLUMHOFF
LR A He4c-1sES

STEPHEN J NOLANT
ROBERT L.HANLEY,JR

SuTE 700, CourT TOWERS
ROBERT S.GLUSHAKOW

STEPHENM SCHENNING 210 WEST PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE RALPH E, DEITZ
DOUGLAS L BURGESS H2I8-i990)
ROBERT E. CAHILL, JR TOWSON, MARYLAND 2i204-5340

T WILLIAM TLARK

(410 -
. BRUCE JONES®S® (412! B23-7300

STUART A. SCHADST TELEFAX. (410} 296-276%

WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL
TALSO ADMITTEDIN D C az3- 78
TTALSO ADMITTED N NEW JERSEY MarCh 7’ 1996

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Arnold Jablon, Director Honorable Lawrence Schmidt
Baltimore County Department Zoning Commissioner

of Permits and Development Court House

Management 400 Washington Avenue
County Office Building Towson, Maryland 21204

111 west Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Trees Property
Case No.: 96-290-SPH (Item 20)

REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE

Dear Mr. Jablon and Commissioner Schmidt:

The above-captioned matter is currently set for hearing on
Tuesday, March 12, 1996 at 9:00 a.m.

The purpose of this letter is to request a continuance. I
have just been informed by my expert witness, Mr. David Thaler,
that although he was available for the original hearing date of
March 6, 1996, he will be out of the country on Tuesday, March
12,

We learned of the reassignment on March 4; thus this
request could not be submitted prior to ten days of the hearing.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.
Very truly yours,
M /}/‘&é&/ﬂ/
%I@h A,
Stephen J. Nolan

Counsel for 0ld Court/Greenspring
Improvement Association

SIN/mao S )

. . . BEERERE RN

cc: Benjamin Bronstein, Esquire J{ i?”ﬁ

Phyllis Friedman, Esquire int . . Pl

Ms. Elaine O'Mansky dh AT | ) {LJ%

Dr. Harry Goldberg [ i
David S. Thaler R

S P |
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March 6, 1996

The Honorable Timothy Kotroco

Deputy Zoning Commission & Hearing Officer
Baltimore County

01d Court House

400 Washington Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Dear Commissioner Kotroco:

(item 291) regarding the "Trees" property. I will be unable to attend
the hearing onm the 12th because I will be out of town and there was not
sufficient notice for me to be able to change my plans.

We consider the extra 2 houses to be a violation of zoning for the
property. Branchwood Court conforms te DR 1 anmd it is unfair to its
residents to increase the density, especially at the intersectionm.

Even more distressing is the proposal of Arundel to build an aceess
road through the property. This would feed major traffic to 0ld Court
Road far too clese to Greemspring. Even now, it is difficult to enter
01d Court Road from Branchwood during the morning hours. We were assured
by Arundel that its development would be accessed through Greenspring Avenue.

We urge you not allow this violation.
Very truly yours
¢
Bonlec G g !

Rosalee Davison
18 Branchwood Court

RCD/1kj Baltimore, MD 21208

cc: The Homorable Lawrence E. Schmidt

SYPR .
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March 6, 1996

The Honorable Timothy Kotroco

Deputy Zoning Commission & Hearing Officer
Baltimore County

01d Court House

400 Washington Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Dear Commissioner Kotroco:

I had planned to attend the hearing today for Case #96-290 SPH
(item 291) regarding the "Trees' property. I will be unable to attend
the hearing on the 12th because I will be out of town and there was not
sufficient notice for me to be able to change my plans.

We consider the extra 2 houses to be a violation of zoning for the
property. Branchwood Court conforms to DR 1 and it is unfair to its
residents to increase the density, especially at the intersection.

Even more distressing is the proposal of Arundel to bulld an access
road through the property. This would feed major traffic to 01d Court
Road far too close to Greenspring. Even now, it is difficult to enter
0ld Court Road from Branchwood during the morning hours. We were assured
by Arundel that its development would be accessed through Greenspring Avenue,

We urge you not allow this violatiom.
Very truly vo

Rosalee Davison
18 Branchwood Court

RCD/1kj Baltimore, MD 21208

cc: The Honorable Lawrence E. Schmidt



MORTON B. PLANT
7600 ROLLING MILL ROAD

BALTIMORE MARYLAND 21224

March 6. 1996 «iiiiphﬂ ”fggfﬂﬁ; -
The Honorable Timothy Kotroco

Deputy Zoning Commussion & Hearing Officer

Baltimore County

Old Court House

400 Washington Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Dear Commissioner Kotroco:

1 expected to attend the hearing today for case #96-290SPH
(item 291) regarding the “Trees” propertv. Because of
insufficient notice I am unable to attend the hearing on the 12th
as I will be out of the State at that time.

Mrs. Plant and I consider the ¢xtra two houses to be a direct
violation of zoning for the property in question. As
Branchwood Court conforms to DR1 it is unfair to the people
on this street and furthermore completely illogical to increase the
density especially at this intersection.

It only adds insult to this idea with the thought of Arundel
building an access wall through this property. This would feed a
tremendous amount of traffic on to Old Court Road verv close
to the Greenspring Avenue intersection. The Greenspring-Old
Court mtersection is already difficult enough to enter at anvtime.

Please do not allow this proposal to pass.
Youss very tuly,

/?%{zr L

Morton B. Plant

Ky A

MBP/hf

ce: The Honorable Lawrence E. Schmidt
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FILE Ne. €24 10-11 'S5 15“&'3 [T

STATE OF
BALTIMORE

TG WIT:

duly slected
of the

MAR
mm? S8:

ShOLEN, CUHORE JWIELLIAMS PRGE 3

(ot .Ex “/

APFIDAVIT

Elaige 0'Mansky is

I herebﬂ swear upon penalty of perjury that I-am currently a

t The 0ld

er of the (Board of Directers) {ZcningCommittee)

Court}Greenspiing Improvement Association. Ioc.

and she was so
Heazing Officer

thortized

aud appolnted on Iuly 26, 1995, the date of the

earing, and on Qctober 10, 1995, the Board of Appeals Hearing.

ATTEST: The 01d Court/CGreenspring Improvement MMimagciation. Inc.
ame Dagurt President Harry Gdldderg ~
3131 0614 Court Boad
Baltinmore, Maryland 21208
DATE: Octobed i}, 1995




FILE No. 924 10,11 *95 15:4

Do CLEN, FUTHOFR  WILLIANS

THE OLD CCURT/GREENSPRING IMPROVIMENT

PacE

ASSCCIATION, INC.

RESOLVELN:

That a2+ the firsc general membershipmeeting of

Inc,
year, The 0l1d Court/Greenspring Improvement pa=sociation. held on

—SLQ tember 11

, 19 95 , it was decided by the

Association that responsibility for raview and action on all zoaning

matters for the periocd September 1, 1995 ~ August 31, 1896

be

placed in the
the rollowinJ members:

(Bcard of Directors) -{Zeatag Cemmittee} consisting of

Harry Goldberg
Elaine 0'Mangky
Earen Teplitzky
Suzanne Dagurt
Cerald Scheinzer
Doeglas Dixon
Joel Finkelstein
Simone Brunn
Rosalee Pavison
Paul Sugar
Morton Shepizo

AS WITMESS OUR HANDS AND SEAL THIS ll day of

Oetober s 18

ATTEST:

The Qld Ceuxt/Greensprin

95 .

rudement Association, inc.

\J ’l/ﬂ\

Dagurt

jetary Suz

President Bfrry Goldberg
3131 0ld Court Road
Balcimore, Maryland 21208

this Ansoclacic
the



FILE Nec. 924 10-11 '95 15=taE:I‘LGJ:N..'~"LUFH-%DFF.HILLIm3 PEGE 4

THE OLP COURT/CREENMSERING IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, INC.

RESQLVELD: That the position of the  The Oid Court/Greenspring

Izc.
Idprovenent Asscclation.as adoptad by the {(Ecard

of Diractora
TREES PROPERTY
Appeal of Hear
24, 1995, bafo

i= that:

The Asszocia

reverse the
acra parcel

approved for
County lew in
of the June, 1l
property (Lot
Bearing Office
requirements @

{Zoning Cesmitteo] on the zoning matter known as:

PDM III-369, Harry Belman and Irv Polashuk, Developers.
Officer'a Cpinion and Development Plan Order dated August
the Counry Board of Appeals of Baltimore County in CBA-35-180,

on (comprised ofZ75 mezbers) urges the County Board of Appeals to
1ng Officer's Development Plan Approvel becausa: A) The 1.6803
ha eorter of Old Court Road and Branchwood Court shouid not be
pore than opne (1) building lot becanse two lots would violate
rous respects, including but mot only, in that the amemiment

1 minor subdivigion plan subsequent to the sale of the Schon
does not comply with BCZR Secticn 1B0I.3.A.7.b; and B} The

s approval of the purported walver of storm water macagement

the site was and i3 1llegal and claarly erruvmecus.
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The 012 Court/Greenspring In:;ﬂ:nvemgnt Rsscciation, Ine.
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) President HarrytGoldberg
3131 0ld Court Road
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IN RE: * BEFORE THE

PROJECT NO: 1II-369

DEVELOPMENT PLAN: * ZONING COMMISSIONER
Trees Property

LOCATION: Intersection * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Branchwood and 01d
Court Road %*

DISTRICT: 3C2

PROPOSAL: 7 Single Family *

Detached Dwellings
*

%* %* * * * %* * * * * * % %*

POST HEARING MEMORANDUM OF
THE ARUNDEL. CORPORATION, PROTESTANT

The Arundel Corporation, by its attorneys, offers the
following post-hearing memorandum in support of its opposition to

approval of the Development Plan for the Trees Property.

FACTS

The Development Plan proposes the subdivision for
single family residences of two non-contiguous portions of a
10.84 acre parcel which was the subject of a minor subdivision
approval in 1991. The 1991 plat showed three parcels denominated
respectively Lot 1 (2.9 acres), Parcel A (1.6808 acres), and
Tract B (5.6719 acres). The subject Development Plan proposes
that Parcel A and Tract B be further subdivided to permit a total
of 7 dwelling units, 2 on Parcel A and 5 on Tract B (including
one existing single family dwelling on Tract B). Lot 1, an L
shaped property, lies between the two development pieces. It has
been conveyed out since the minor subdivision, and is improved by

one single family dwelling.




Four of the five lots on Tract B (Lots 4, 5, 6 and 7)
are "panhandle lots" with access to 01d Court Road via a
"panhandle driveway." A turn-around is located 500 feet from 0ld
Court Road, but the panhandle portion of Lot 5 is approximately
565 feet long and the panhandle portion of Lot 7 is approximately
600 feet long.

The Arundel Corporation owns property which abuts Tract
B on two sides, roughly to the east and south. An approximately
10 acre development area, which would accommodate a maximum of 15
single family lots under existing zoning is shown on the
Reclamation Development Plan approved for the Arundel property,
in proximity to Tract B. The record reflects that, although the
Reclamation Development Plan indicates a proposed major access to
this portion of the Arundel property from Greenspring Avenue,
this access is not feasible because of extremely steep grades and
a streambed. Under existing envirommental regulations, the
topography surrounding this Arundel development area renders it
landlocked unless a road is extended through the Trees property
from 0ld Court Road.

It is the position of The Arundel Corporation a) that
the panhandle driveway and panhandle lots shown on the Trees
Development Plan are in violation of Baltimore County development
regulations, and b) that a public road is required teo provide
"safe and convenient vehicular circulation, beoth within the tract
and between it and neighboring properties," more particularly the
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Arundel 10 acre development area. Baltimore County Code § 26-

262.

provides:

ARGUMENT

Baltimore County Code § 26-266, "Panhandle driveways"

Panhandle lots may only be permitted to achieve
better use of irregularly shaped parcels, avoid
development in environmentally sensitive areas,
and to provide access to interior lots where a

public road is neither feasible nor desirable.

Code § 26-262 provides in relevant part:

The proposed street system must provide safe and
convenient vehicular circulation, both within the
tract and between it and neighboring properties or
particular traffic generators.... Internal
circulation must be predominantly by local
streets.... The street system may be required to
be extended to the boundaries of the tract and
connected to adjacent street.

(Emphasis added.)

It is submitted that the proposed development violates

both § 26-266 and § 26-262.

I.

THE PANHANDLE LOTS VIOLATE CODE § 26-266.

Aa. The Panhandles Exceed the Permitted Length.
Pursuant to § 26-266(4), "In any DR zone, the panhandle

length shall not exceed five hundred (500) feet.™

The terms "panhandle lot" and "panhandle driveway" are

separately defined in Code § 26-168. A panhandle driveway is



defined as the "paved roadway which serves abutting panhandle
lots." A panhandle lot is defined as

A lot so shaped and situation that its only

frontage or access to the local collector street

is a narrow strip of land which is held in fee

fwith certain exceptions] and which may contain a

panhandle driveway....

It is clear from the distinction between "“panhandle
driveway" and "panhandle lot" in § 26-168, as well as to the
numerous references to panhandle driveways in § 26-266, that the
500 foot limitation prescribed by § 26-266(4) relates to the
panhandle portion of the lot, and not to the driveway. The
provision of a turn-around within 500 feet of 0ld Court Road,
thus does not cure the violation of this restriction by the
panhandles on lots 5 and 6 which are each approximately 600 feet
long.

B. The Panhandle Lots Do Not Meet the Regqulatory

The panhandle lots do not meet the specific standards
of § 26-266. As reflected in the language of that section and
made explicit in the Comprehensive Manual of Development
Policies, Residential Standards, 7,

Panhandle lots are not considered matters of
right but rather a project design solution
that may be approved under the proper
circumstances.

This type of approval is necessary because
panhandle lots can create a variety of design
and aesthetic problems which, if not properly
addressed, prove incompatible with neighbor-
ing dwellings and communities. Consequently,

-4 -



panhandle lots should be confined to the site
conditions which warrant them: where they
enhance project design and the topography of
the site, minimize site disturbance or retain
exis?ing grades and roads to the extent
feasible.

(Emphasis in original.)

No evidence whatever was provided from which the
hearing examiner could determine that the panhandle lots proposed
for this development enhance the project design or otherwise meet
these standards, which are derived from Code § 26-266. To the
contrary, David Thaler, an engineer called as an expert withess
for protestants, testified at length that the project was cramped
and poorly designed and that it violated numerous development
regulations. Ed Haile, an engineer who appeared as an expert
witness for Arundel, testified without contradiction that the
subject tract is not irregular in any sense which requires the
use of a panhandle driveway or precludes the use of a public
street. He further testified that a public street was both
feasible and desirable because it afforded numerous amenities and
advantages to the subdivided lots, in addition to providing safe
and convenient access to the adjoining Arundel property, as
required by Code § 26-262, These amenities include public snow
removal, public waterlines (which, under County policies, can
only be placed in public streets and which would serve both this

development and the Arundel property), and individual mail

delivery and trash pickup, without the necessity of either



multiple mailboxes or a trash pad on 0ld Court Road, a designated
scenic route,

Mr. Haile testified that his office had examined the
property and determined that from an engineering standpoint a
public road is feasible. His testimony was not only undisputed
by any witness, but is consistent with the specific comments of
relevant county agencies. For example, the report of the
Development Plan Conference from the Office of Planning and
Zoning, dated July 5, 1995, states in the concluding paragraph:

In a letter dated April 3, 1995, Mr. Haile of

Daft, McCune & Walker requested that the street

system within this development be extended to the

Arundel property. Without the extension the

Arundel property may be landlocked. The panhandle
drive should be extended to the property line as a

public road.

(Emphasis added.)
Previously, on February 17, 1995, the planning
department had stated:

The applicants should redraw lot lines to
accommodate a 500 foot maximum length panhandle
drive or provide a public road. A public road
would allow mail delivery and garbage pickup
internally to the site and eliminate multiple
mailboxes and trash pads on the scenic route [0l1d
Court Road]. The 0Office of Planning and Zoning
would support a waiver to minimize the width of
public road.

(Emphasis added.)

Nonetheless, on July 11, 1995, the planning department
revised its comments and stated that "it will not require this
project to have a road connection to the Arundel Greenspring

- -



Quarry site." There is no mention whatever of the standards set
forth in § 26-266. In particular, that section provides,
"Panhandle lots may be permitted only where such iots would not
be detrimental to adjacent properties and would not conflict with
efforts to provide for public safety and general welfare."
(Emphasis added.)

The testimony is uncontradicted that the panhandle lots
on this property would be detrimental to the Arundel property, by
foreclosing access to a 10 acre development parcel. Moreover, as
the planning department itself recognized, the panhandle driveway
will result in installation of multiple mailboxes and a trash pad
for 5 lots on 0ld Court Road, which is a scenic route, which the
planning department had already indicated would be undesirable.

Furthermore, there was no specific evidence that a
public road is either not feasible or otherwise undesirable.
There is mention in the revised July 11, 1995 planning department
comment that, "The cross sections and revised development plan
revealed that a public road would have a negative impact on 0ld
Court Road, the existing house on site and the development
potential of the site."™ No specifics of that so called "negative
impact" are in the record either in writing or by testimony of
any witness. The witness for the Department of Public Works
indicated that that department would require a public road if it
"had no impact on the Trees development."” Such a standard is in
direct conflict with the development regulations and finds no
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support in any county policy or regulation. As Mr. Haile
testified, without contradiction, the requirement for public
roads frequently impinges upon the number of lots which can be
developed or otherwise limits development on a parcel of land,
but public roads are required nonetheless in furtherance of the
public interest.

No specific information was provided to the hearing
examiner which would conflict with Mr. Haile’s testimony that the
use of panhandles on the subject property does not aveoid
development in environmentally sensitive areas and does not
achieve better use of the parcel, which he described as not
"irregqularly shaped” in any relevant sense. Moreover, no
testimony or other evidence was adduced which would indicate to
what extent a waiver to minimize the width of a public road,
which was proposed in the February 17, 1995 planning department
comments, would affect the feasibility of a public road through
this development.

In this regard, it should be noted that under the
requirements of Code § 26-266.1, panhandles providing access
where 3 or more lots are involved are required to be a minimum of
10 feet in width per lot, and where public water and sewer
services are available, minimum width for panhandle strips for 2
or more lots is 12 feet per lot. Thus, the minimum width of the
strip required for a panhandle driveway on this property, which
serves five lots, is 50 feet which is the standard width for a

-8 -



public street right-of-way and would be less if a waiver were
granted. See Comprehensive Manual of Development Policies,
§ 9.4.3 (Local Street Right-of-Way width, 40 to 60 feet).

It is submitted that the evidence presented does not
justify approval of these panhandle lots:

(a) because they violate the 500 foot maximum length;

(b) because they deprive neighboring properties of
vehicular access and public waterlines; and

(c}) because no evidence was adduced which indicates
that they achieve better use of the lot, avoid development in
envirommentally sensitive areas or that a public road is either
not feasible or not desirable.

II. THE PROPOSED ROAD SYSTEM DOES NOT COMFLY WITH CODE

§ 26-262.

Code Section 26-262 expressly requires that the
proposed street system provide "safe and convenient vehicular
circulation . . . between [the tract] and neighboring
properties...."” It is indisputable that the Trees panhandle
driveway does not.

The requirement for circulation between developments is
reiterated in the Development Procedures and Policy Manual,
Division II, Section 9.1 ("The proposed street system must
provide safe and convenient vehicular circulation, both within
the tract and between it and neighboring properties or particular
traffic generators.") and 9.5.1 E ("Where additional means of
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access for circulation within or between developments is deemed
necessary, the developer shall provide such access and bear the
costs of improvements.®)

The Department of Public Works, in its comments dated
July 13, 1995, while taking no exception to the use of a
panhandle driveway, stated,

This department is of the opinion that a public

road would be desirable for safe and convenient

circulation of traffic in the event the developers

of the Trees and the Arundel property can come to

a satisfactory agreement between themselves for

this purpose....

Nothing in the county code requires an agreement
between adjoining property owners as a condition for the
requirement of a public road. To the contrary, the code
specifically requires the developer to provide such a road
connection. A representative of the State Highway Administration
stated that there was no objection to public road access from 01d
Court Road (a state road), and no objection was raised in the
written comments of that department.

The Development Plan should not be approved because it

violates the mandate of Code § 26-262.
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CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons the Development Plan should
be disapproved.

Respectfully submitted,

-
>

Nancy E. Paige

Gordon, Feinblatt, Rothman,

Hoffberger & Hollander, LLC
233 East Redwood Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
410/576-4294

Attorneys for The Arundel
Corporation

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this  day of ,

1995, a copy of the foregoing Post Hearing Memorandum of The
Arundel Corporation was mailed, first-class, postage prepaid, to
Stephen J. Nolan, Esquire, Nolan, Plumhoff & Williams, Chartered,
Suite 700, Court Towers, 210 West Pennsylvania Avenue, Towson,
Maryland 21204-5340, Attorney for Protestants, and Harry Belman
and Irv Polashuk, 3416 Keyser Road, Baltimore, Maryland 21208,

Developers/Contract Purchasers.

<
1y

Najcy [E. Paige

L41790.124 S
6:08/08/95
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March 26, 199¢

Honcrable Timothy Rotroco
Zoning Conmigsionersg Office
0ld Court House

Towson, Mp 21204

Dear Mr, Kotrocgs,

Lew and 1 live at 2917 Qld Court Road, and we are in support of the
Proposged development Plan. However, we are Vehement]y OPposed tg
the public road being Proposed by the Arundel Caorporation in order

Sincerely,

Cockn dlsdn.

Erika schon
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TN RE: DEVELOPMENT PLAN HEARING * BEFORE THE
{The Trees Property)

3/8 014 Court Road, E of * DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSICNER
Branchwood Court
3rd Election District *  OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Znd Councilmanic District
* * (ase No. III-363
Harry Belman and Irv Polashuk
Owners/Developers *
* * % * * * * * * * *

HYEARING OFFICER'S OPINION AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN ORDER

This matter comes before this Hearing Officer for consideration
of a development plan prepared by Thomas A. Church, President of Develop-
ment Engineering Consultants, Inc., for the proposed development of the
subject property by Harry Belman and Irv Polashuk, Owners/Developers with
seven (7) single family building lots, one of which is already improved, in
accordance with the latest revised development plan submitted intc evidence
as Developer's Exhibit 2.

The subject property, zoned D.R. 1, is located at the northeast
corner of 0ld Court Road and Branchwood Court in the vicinity of Green-
spring Avenue and I-695 in Pikesville. The property consists of two par-
cels from a former subdivision, known as Parcel A and Lot 2 of the Patz
Property which was subdivided in 1991. Parcel A consists of 1.6808 acres,
more or less, and is proposed to be developed as Lots 1 and 2, and Lot 2
consists of 5.671% acres, and is proposed to be developed as Lots 3 thru 7,
Lot 7 of which is already improved with a dwelling.

Appearing at the public hearing required for this project were
Barry Belman, Owner/Developer, Thomas A. Church, President, and Tim Brown,
both representatives of Development Engineering Consultants, Inc., who
prepared the site plan for this project. Numercus representatives of the

various Baltimore County reviewing agencies attended the hearing. In
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addition, numerous residents from the surrounding community appeared in
opposition to the plan, including Phyllis Friedmsn, Rosalie Davidson, and
Elaine Omansky, as did Stephen J. Nolan, Esquire, who appeared on behalf of
the 014 Court Greenspring Improvement Association, Inc., bavid S. Thaler,
Professional Engineer and expert witness with D. S. Thaler and Associates,
Inc., and Edward Haile, Professional Engineer with Daft-McCune-Walker, Inc.
and MNancy Paige, Esguire, both of whom appeared on behalf of the Arundel
Corporation, adjoining property owner.

As to the history of this project, the concept plan conference
for this development was conducted on Pebruary 21, 19353, &s required, =a
community input meeting was held on March 29, 1995 at the Pikesville
Branch Library. Subsequently, a development plan was submitted and a
conference held thereon on July 5, 1995. Following the submission of that
plan, development plan comments were submitted by the appropriate agencies
of Baltimore County and a red-liined development plan incorporating these
comnents and bearing a revision date of July 7, 1995 was submitted at the
hearing held before me on July 26, 1995.

At the preliminary stage of the public hearing before me, I am
required o determine what, if any, agency comments or concerns remain
unresolved. On behalf of the Developer, Mr. Thomas Churech stated that
there were no unresclved issues which needed to be addressed. Further, no
representative of any Baltimore County reviewing agency raised any issues
concerning this plan and the testimony received was that all iasues raised
within the comments submitted by those reviewing agencies had been resolved
and incorporated within the revised develcpment plan.

As to the citizens who were in attendance and the various commumi-

ty groups who were represented by Counsel, a number of issues were raised
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by Wr. Nclan and Ms. Paige on behalf of their clients and the citizens who
attended the hearing. Mr. W¥clan presented this Hearing Officer with a
Preliminary Statement of Unresclved Issues containing a list of relevant
matters, all of which will be dealt with in this Opinion. Furthermore, all}
other issues raised at the hearing will be resclved pursuant te this Order.

Prior to discussing and reviewing the issues raised by the Protes-
tants, two preliminary issues were raised by Mr. Nelan on behalf of his
client, the 0ld Court Greenspring Commmunity Association. Mr. Nolan argued
that there was a flaw 3in the development process in that the red-lined
plan which was submitted into evidence as Developer's Exhibit 2, was not
mailed to all interested parties prieor to the Hearing Officer's hearing.
Mr. Noian argued that the Developer failed to comply with the policy estab-
lished by the Permits and Development Management {(PDM) office, which re-
quires Developers and/or Engineers to circulate red-lined plans to each
and every "Contact Perscn" in a development plan hearing. After further
discussing this lissue with Mr. Nolan, it was determined that the hearing
before me should proceed and that the policy established by PDM would be
too onerous and burdensome on the Engineer/Developer to accomplisk. The
red~lined plans prepared by Engineers are very time-consuming to produce
in that each is an original in and of itself and to require them to he
mailed to all "contact people” would be at great expense. The issue over
mailing these red-lined plans has come up in prior hearings before this
Hearing Officer. All Engineers and Developers who are faced with this
requirement argue the difficulty and the tremendous expense involved in
complying with this policy. I do not believe the policy is warranted and
should be modified to accommodate the Developers. TOM should relax this

requirement and only reguire that red-lined plans be made available
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for inspection by members of the public at the Permits and Development
Management (PDM) office. Requiring that each and every “contact person®
be mailed a copy is just toco cumbersome and expensive for the Developers.
Therefore, I do not believe that the hearing before me should be affected
by the Developer’s non-compliance with this policy.

Mr. Nolan raised a second preliminary issue regarding a note that
was contained on the development plan submitted for approval. At issue was
the language which was placed in the lower right-hand corner of the plan,
just under the seal of Mr. Thomas A. Church the professional engineer in
this case. The language reads as follows: "This plan is sealed and certi-
fied to be in accordance with the Hearing Officers' Order and all agency
comments. " Mr. Nolan took exception to this language in that the Hearing
Officer's hearing had not yet taken place, nor had an Order been issued
when this note was added to the plan. Thus, it is extremely premature to
have this language contained on the development plan.

I agree with Mr. Nolan. Mr. Church indicated that the representa-
tive of PDM who reviewed the plan mandated that this language be included
on the plan. He stated that he simply was following the instructions of
the individuals who reviewed the plan for acceptance for filing. Inasmuach
as I believe the language is not proper to be included on the plan, I
simply had Mr. Church cross off that language and initial and date the fact
that same was deleted from the development plan before me.

Neither issue raised by Mr. Nolan was sufficient to dismiss or
delay this development plan hearing. Therefore, the matter proceeded on
the issues raised by the Protestants.

Mr. David Thaler, a witness called by Mr., NHolan, testified regard-

ing the issues raised by the 014 Court Greenspring Improvement Asscociation,

=



Inc. The first issue discussed in Mr. Thaler's testimony concerned the
computation of density for this subdivision. Mr. Thaler testified that,
in his opinion, PDM miscalculated the amount of density associated with
the Trees property. Specifically, Mr. Thaler stated that Parcel A, which
consists of 1.6808 acres, should not be permitted to yield the two lots
which are proposed. WMr. Thaler stated that, in his opinicn, there is not
enough acreage to support two separate lots in accordance with the zoning
regulations. Faorthermore, he +testified that while Lot 2 from the former
Patz subdivision, is of sufficient size (5.6719 acres) to sustain five
separate lots, two of the lots, specifically, Lots 3 and 4, are less than
1.0C acre in size, and thus, are not large encugh to exist, given the D.R.
1 zoning of this property.

The issue of the calculation of demsity was the most hotly con-
tested issue in this case. Many of the citizens who attended the hearing
echoed the sentiments voiced by Mr. Thaler and argued that there was not
enough acreage to support two building lots in that Tots 1 and 2 (from
Parcel A), and Lots 3 and 4 (from Lot 2), do not contain a minimm of 1.00
acre of land each. Mr. Thaler, Ms. Phyllis Friedman, and others who testi-
fied, believe that PDM erronecusly allowed the allocation of density in the
fashion depicted on Developer's Exhibit 2, the site plan of the property.

Mr. Joseph Merrey, & representative of PDM, testified to the
long-standing interpretation by his office regarding the computation of
density on any subdivision which comes through the development process.
Mr. Merrey was articulate and responded well to the questions posed to

him. Mr. Merrey testified that since the entire Patz property was a tract

o

of land in 1970 when Bill No. 100-70 was adopted and the subject tract was

of sufficient size to generzte ten {10} density units (i.e., six or more

n
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density units, Section 1B02.3.A.1.b; B.C.Z.R.), it was incumbent upon his
office to review the Trees Development Plan in light of the large 1lot
subdivision regulations found in the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations
{B.C.Z.R.) on Page 1B-16A and denoted as Section 1iB01.2.C.1.b thereof.
The large lot subdivision chart shown thereon only matdates the setbacks
for the houses to be constructed on a particular lot and does not estab-
lish a minimum lot size for any lot proposed to be developed in the D.R. 1
zone. Therefore, it was not necessary, in Mr. Merrey's opinion, for the
Developer to have lot sizes of 40,000 sq.ft. or more in accordance with
the small lot subdivision table.

Further explaining his analysis of the Trees development plan,
Mr. Merrey testified that the small lot subdivision requlations found on
Page 1B-25, specifically, Section 1B02.3.C.1 did not apply to this develop-
ment because the tract which was proposed for development was large enough
to accommedate ten {(10) dwelling units. Therefore, the small lot subdivi-
sion table which is found on Page 1B-25, which requires 2 minimum net lot
area per dwelling unit of 40,000 sq.ft., does not apply. That smaill lot
table only applies to subdivisions that are too small in area to accommo-
date six (6) dwelling (or density) units. That is not the case with this
particular development. Additionally, a review of the minor subdivision
plan cleariy shows +that the Developer at that time aillocated density to
the lots which are the subject of the development plan for consideration
before me. On the Patz property subdivision plan, Parcel A was shown to

have two density units (or two dwelling units) associated therewith, con-

’2%:5 sisting of 1.6808 acres, and Lot 2 which consists of 5.6719 acres, was

L

shown to have five density units associated with it. Given the fact that

the overall tract of the Patz Property had 10 dwelling units assecisted
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therewith, three {3) apparently were reserved for the Schon property which
was dencoted as Lot 1 on the Patz subdivision plan. It must be noted that
the minor subdivision plan, while for procedural purposes was limited +to
a subdivision of three or fewer lots to qualify as a "Limited Exemption®
under Section 26-171{€) of the Development Regulations, is nonetheless a
"development plan” for purposes of the zoning regulations. The word "mi-
nor", identifies a particular phase of the development process -- it does
not negate nor restrict the force and effect of Sections 1BRG1, 1BO2 or
their subsections, or preclude a plan from being reviewed by the Permits
and Development Management {PDM) office as a "development plan®. It
should also be noted that the same minor subdivision plan that created the
lot which the Schon's ultimately purchased also allocated the two density
units to Parcel A, which is consistent with Sections 1B01 and 1802 of the
B.C.Z.R.

After reviewing the testimony and evidence offered by all Protes-
tants and Mr. M¥Merrey on behalf of PDM as well as the writrten memoranda and
exhibits that were submitted by all parties, I find that the manner in
which the density has been established for the Trees dJdevelopment does
comply with the B.C.Z.R. The long-standing practice and interpretaticon by
the PDM office regarding the computation of density has been used consis-
tently by =zoning technicians in their review and approval of development
plans throughout the development process. I believe that Wr. Merrey has
accurately and correctly applied the zoning requlations to this particular
development plan and that the two density units established for Parcel A
as well as the Tfive units set out for Lot 2 are Iin accordance with the
large lot subdivision regulations found within the B.C.Z2.R. and should

therefore be permitted to exist as shown omn the plan.
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To interpret the regulations in the manner argued by .Mr. Thaler
and Mr. Nolan might possibly allow a landowner to extract additional densi-
ty out of a parcel of land over and above that to which he is entitled.
It is imperative to review the history of the tract to see what has taken
place in the past, in order to accurately and correctly allocate density
in the present.

Therefore, the arguments raised by Mr. Nolan, through Mr. Thaler,
his witness, as well as through the citizens who objected to the way the
density has been laid cut on this property, do not warrant that the devel-
opment plan be denied. This issue has been resolved in favor of the Devel-
oper and the manner im which PDM reviews, interprets, and applies the
B.C.2.R. is appropriate.

It should also ke stated at this time that this is not a "trans-
fer of density™ case, as was argued by the Protestants. Ho attempt has
been made by this Developer to transfer any density. Therefore, the
Grazianc case and the Holiand case (which just recently was reversed
by the Circuit Court for Baltimore County) are not applicable to this
situation. Pensity £for this property was established pursuant to the
Minor Subdivision of the Patz Property which was approved in  1991. That
plan must be given credence.

The next issue raised by the Protestants concerned the validity
of the stream buffer which is shown on the development plan. Mr. Thaler
calls into question the accuracy of the stream buffer as it is shown on
the plan. He argued that the siream buffer was not field-certified and
§:>that it was based on Baltimore County aerial topegraphic maps that are
some 40 years old. Mr. Thaler testified that in the past 40 years, the

stream may have shifted, causing the accuracy of the topography maps used
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by the Developer to come into question. Mr. Thaler stated that the stream
should have been field-run surveyed to insure that the 100-foot setback
shown on the plan is, in fact, accurate. While Mr. Thaler testified that
he is concerned over the accuracy of the stream buffer, he was unable to
offer testimony that his firm ran any surveys to determine that the stream
as shown on the plan was inaccurate. He did not offer any evidence of
inaccuracies, only his suspicions that the aerial topographical maps may
no longer be valid. Given the lack of any substantive evidence regarding
the inaccuracy of the location of the stream buffer, I believe that the
manner in which the stream buffer has been shown on the development plan
which is based on the Baltimore County aerial +topographical maps is the
best manner for the Developer to show the location of the stream at this
time. 1In the event the Department of Environmental Protection and Re-
source Management (DEPRM), who reviews these plans regarding stream buff-
ers, feels it is necessary to have the stream field-run surveyed, then the
Developer shall comply with that request. Therefore, as a condition of
approval of this plan, I shall impose & reguirement that the Developer
produce a field-run survey of this stream buffer in the event DEPRM feels
the accuracy of the location of this stream is in question. However, at
this stage of the development process, I believe that the stream is proper-
ly depicted on the development plan since it is based on Baltimore County
aerial topographic maps. Further, I do not believe that this issue is
sufficient to warrant a denial of the development plan, but does cause
enough concern to generate a restriction at the end of the Qrder.

The next issue raised by Mr. Thaler concerned the validity of the
perc tests associated with the lots in this subdivision, Mr. Thaler testi-

fied that the perc tests for Lots 1 and 2 failed 10 years ago when perc
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tests were first performed; however, in March, 1992, the perc tests for
Iots 1 and 2 did pass, as well as those tests for all other lots within
this subdivision. Mr., Thaler testified that since more than three vyears
have passed since the pere tests were performed, he believes it is not a
good idea to proceed as if those perc tests are still valid. He testified
that perc tests are only valid for a period of three years, unless permis-
sion to extend same is granted by DEPRM. RAgain, Mr. Thaler has suspicions
that the perc tests may not be wvalid at this time. As was the case involv-
ing the location of the stream buffer, Mr. Thaler was unable to offer any
substantive testimony or evidence to show that the perec tesis performed on
this éite are invalid at this time. Therefore, given the fact that the
perc tests did pass in 1992, I believe it 1is proper to assume for the
purposes of this hearing that the perc tests are still wvalid.

In response to Mr. Thaler's concerns, Mr. Larry Pilson, & repre-
sentative of DEPRM, testified that the perc tests for this subdivision are
valid for five years. It was his opinion, and the position of his Office,
that the standards for perc tests have not changed for the past three years
and that there is no need to perform perc tests at this time. The perc
tests that passed in 1992 are still valid, and there is no justification
to require a re-perc of any of the lots. Given this testimony and the lack
of substantive procf that the perc tests are no longer walid, I believe
this issuve is Iinsufficient to warrant a denial of the development plan.
Thus, this particular issue shall be resolved in Favor of the Developer.

Mr. Thaler next testified regarding an issue involving the separa-

thian between the proposed wells and septic fields for the subject lots.

. Specifically, Mr. Thaler objects to the septic reserve area propeosed for

Lot 4. That septic reserve area which, in the opinion of Mr. Thaler, lacks

10



OR FILING

05

ol

LY

ER KE

N

"l

&7

like a bow-tie, is only 20 feet in width in some areas. Mr. Thaler testi-
fied that, pursuant to County regulations, the minimum width for a septic
reserve area is 50 feet. Given the fact that this septic reserve area is
less than 50 feet wide, Mr. Thaler believes it should not have been ap-
proved. Furthermore, Mr. Thaler had concerns that the septic reserve area
for Lot 1 was located in a swale; however, the red-lined plan presented to
me appears to have relocated the septic reserve area for Lot 1 to an area
outside the swale.

Testimony on these particular topies was offered by Mr. Larry
Pilson of DEPRM. Mr. Pilson testified that there have been other cases
where his office has approved septic reserve areas which have only been 20
feet in width. He stated that his office has an "unwritten policy® that
septic reserve areas should be 50 feet in width, but that his office has
waived that standard down to 20 feet in some cases. Therefore, he believes
the septic reserve area for Lot 4 is appropriate, and did, in fackt, approve
that particular septic reserve area. Furthermore, with respect to Lot 1,
Mr. Pilson testified that the red-lined relocation of the septic reserve
area for this lot was not so much to remove the septic reserve area from a
swale but to remove it from the Glenville soil that is located on that
lot. Mr. Pilson testified that both Lot 4 and Lot 1 comply with the regula-
tions concerning the location of wells and septic reserve areas, and that
both lots should be approved.

Taking into consideration the testimony offered on this particular
issue, I believe that the testimony offered by the Protestants does not
warrant a denial of the development plan, or a deniel of these particular

lots. Therefore, this issue shall be resolved in favor of the Developer.

11
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The next issue raised by the Protestants dealt with the granting
of a waiver by DEPRM for storm water management. The Protestants also
objected to the proposed water quality measures for the Trees development.
¥Mr. Thaler testified that he does not believe a variance for storm water
management should have been granted for this project. Mr. Thaler testified
that a trout stream exists in this area and that the water runoff generated
by the proposed development will ultimately wind up in that trout stream.
Furthermore, he stated that allowing storm water runoff to flow through
vegetated areas as a water guality management practice might work on flat
property, but will not work in this case. He testified that givem the
sloped topography of this development, storm water runoff will flow too
quickly and will not absorb into the ground. He reiterated that this
method of storm water management only works on flat property and would not
be appropriate in this instance.

Mr. Robert Wirth, another representative of DEFRM, appeared and
testified concerning DEPEM's approval of the storm water management prac-
tice for this development. Mr. Wirth testified that a walver of storm
water management regquirements was granted for this site in that off-site
storm water management was plamned. Furthermore, he testified that the
clearing of trees would be minimized on this site and that the forested
area that would remain would provide sufficient filtration for storm water.
Mr. Wirth testified that this method was reviewed by both his office as
well as the Department of Public Works and both agencies agreed that the
waiver of storm water management requirements as well as the method pro-
posed for water gquality measures was sufficient for this development.

After reviewing all testimony relative to the waiver for storm

water management and the water quality measures proposed by this Developer,
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I believe, and shall find, that this Developer has satisifed County regula-
tions relative to this issue. I shall approve the storm water management
waiver and the water guality measures propcsed, both of which were support-
ed by the Department of Public Works as well as by DEPRM. Both agencies
will continue to monitor storm water management throughout the later stages
of the development process. This issue, which was raised by the Protes-
tants, does not warrant a denial of the development plan at this time.

The next issue raised by Mr. Thaler involved the panhandle which
extends to Lot 7 of this development. Mr. Thaler stated that the panhan-
dle exceeds the 500-foot length restriction imposed by the development
regulations. Mr. Thaler stated that the length of the panhandle to the
T-turnaround 1s approximately 500 feet, but that the panhandle actually
continues beyond the T-turnarcund for an additional 100 feet to Lot 7. He
believes the panhandle is technically approximately 600 feet in length
which exceeds that permitted by the development regulations.

Mr. David Thomas, a representative of the Department of Public
Works {DPW), appeared and testified. Mr. Thomas testified that his office
reviewed the plan for compliance with Public Works' standards, one of which
deals with panhandles. Mr. Thomas testified that his office believes the
Developer satisfies the panhandle requirements in that the T-turnarcund
constitutes the terminus of the panhandle and that the extension beyond
the T-turnaround is simply a driveway. Therefore, Mr. Thomas believes the
Developer has satisfied Public Works' standards regarding panhandles.

1 disagree with the manner in which DPW reviewed and applied the
panhandle reguirements, specifically, to Lot 7. While I believe it is
possible for driveways to extend off of T~turparounds, I believe it is

important to not only review the extension of the driveway but the shape
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of the lot as well relative to this extension. The configuration of Lot 7
depicts a narrow sirip of land for Lot 7 continuing beyond the T-turnaround
area. 1 believe this, in effect, has extended the panhandle thereby violat-
ing the panhandle regulations of Baltimore County. Therefore, I believe
it is necessary for the Developer to either seek a waiver from DP¥ or a
variance from the Zoning Commissioner tc allow this panhandle to extend
beyond 500 feet. Lot 7 should not be permitted to exist in its present
configuration without eitherla variance or a waiver. Therefore, the Devel-
oper will either have to reconfigure Lot 7 to correct this deficiency or
request a variance or waiver as previously instructed. This shall be a
condition of approval of this plan and an appropriate restriction will be
placed at the end of this Order.

The next issue raised by the Protestants involves whether public
water and sewer or private wells and septic systems will be provided for
this development. Near the close of testimony in this matter, Mr. Larry
Pilson of DEPRM offered testimony concerning the use of public water far
this project. The plan as presented shows private wells for the subject
site. Testimony from both Mr. Thaler and Mr. Pilson demonstrated that the
property has a "W-3" rating on the Baltimore County Master Water Plan.
Given this rating, it 1is incumbent upon the Developer to provide public
water to all of the lots in this subdivision. However, the Developer is
proposing wells for gll of the lots in question, which contradicts the
"W-3" designation and, according to County regqulstions, should not be
permitted.

Mr. Pilson testified regarding this topic. He testified that his
office will permit interim wells, so long as a Public Works BAgreement has

been entered inta by the Developer regarding the extension of public water
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to the property. However, I do not believe this is the proper method for
providing water teo this particular property. Testimony revealed that pub-
lic water is approximately 1200 feet from the proposed development. 1
believe the Developer should provide public water to these lots and elimi-
nate the use of any wells, be they interim or permanent. Therefore, as a
condition of approval, I will require that public water be extended to
each lot in this subdivision prior to the issuance of any building permits.
The well locations shown for each lot shall be eliminated and the Developer
mist show the manner in which public water will be extended to each lot.
This will insure that the residents who will purchase homes in this subdi-
vision will have proper and potable drinking water as well as alleviate
any concerns over the distance between wells and septiec reserve areas.

Mr. Thaler next testified over an issue as to whether the pro-
posed development on Lot 6 will be compatible with the existing house at
2917 0ld Court Road owned by Lew and Erica Schon which was part of the
Patz property subdivision that occurred in 1991. Mr. Thaler argues that
the house which is to be comstructed on Lot 6 should be compatible with
the Schon house on the adjoining property. Nowhere in the regulations is
it mandated that the proposed house for Lot 6 be compatible with the exist-
ing house on the adjacent property. Therefore, I do not believe the law
requires a finding of compatibility; however, given the close proximity of
the proposed house on Lot & to the Schon's dwelling, I believe it appropri-
ate for the Developer to submit elevation drawings to the Office of Plan-
ning and Zoning {OP%) for review and approval as to its compatibility with
the Schon property. Therefore, an appropriate restriction shall be imposed

N,

at the end of this Order as a condition of approval.
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Mr. Thaler next testified concerning the forest conservation
requirements imposed upon this development. Mr. Thaler testified that the
new red-lined plan does not show the forest conservation for this project
and believes that some of the septic reserve areas shown on the plan will
infringe upon forested areas located therein. He also believes that trees
will be lost as a result of the installation of septic reserve areas on
various lots.

In response to the issues raised by Mr. Thaler, Mr. Pilseon of
DEPRM testified that all necessary requirements of forest conservation
have been met by the Developer and that the plan as submitted should be
approved. He further stated that while he believes the septic reserve
areas might Iinfringe upon the forest conservation area, both objectives
concerning forest conservation and septic reserve areas could be achieved.
Therefore, given the testimony and evidence concerning this issue, I be-
lieve the Developers have satisfied thelir responsibilities concerning
forest conservation at this point of the development process and that the
development plan should not be denied based on this issue.

The next issue raised by Mr. Thaler dealt with the location of
flocod plains on the subject property. Mr. Thaler testified that inasmuch
as the stream was not accurately shown on the plan, neither were the flood
plains which surrcound the stream. BAgain, this issue was reviewed by DEPRM
and approved by that office. I believe that the plan is sufficient in this
area in that DEPRM fully reviewed the plan and has recommended approval.

Mr. Thaler concluded kis testimony as to all of the issues raised
in the Preliminary Statement of Unresolved Issues submitted by Mr. Nolan
at the beginning of this hearing. However, additional issues were raised

by others in attendance at the hearing.
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Residents of the surrounding comminity, namely, Phyllis ¥Friedman,
Rosalie Davidson, Elaine Cmansky, Vice President of the 014 Court Green-
spring Improvement Association, Inc., and Joanne Warres, alsc testified
regarding this development. These residents offered testimony to corrobo-
rate the testimony offered by M¥Mr. Thaler and other County representa-
tives. Much of their testimony dealt with the manner in which the Permits
and Development Management (PDM) office associated density with the Trees
property and those issues have already been reseolved. However, one addi-
tional issue remains which involved the transformation of the panhandle
driveway to Lots 3, 4, 5, © and 7 into a public road leading to the proper-
ty owned by the Arundel Corporation. The citizens who attended the hear-
ing oppose the extension of a public road from 0Old Court Road through the
Trees development into the Arundel Corporation property. They believe
that such a public road would be viclative of the health, safety and gener-
al welfare of the surrounding community.

Presenting the contrary position of the public road issue was Mr.
Ed Haile, a registered Professional Engineer with Daft-McCune-Walker, Inc.,
who testified on behalf of his client, the Arundel Corporation. Nancy
Paige, Attorney at Law, who represented the Arundel Corporation, called
Mr. Haile as a witness. Mr. Haile testified that in his opinion, a public
road is feasible for the subject site and should extend to the Arundel
Corporation's property. He testified that there is approximately 16 acres
of land owned by the Arundel Corporation that is not accessible by way of
Greenspring Avenue. He testified that this property is landlocked in that
steep slopes and streams would prevent road access to this 10 acre area
from Greenspring Avenue. He therefore believes that a publiec road should

come through the Trees development which would, in effect, provide access

17



for additional houses to be located on the Arundel Corporation's proper-
ty. He testified that the property which would benefit from the public
road extension consists of about 10 acres and would be improved with maybe
10 to 15 new homes. Mr. Haile believes that the panhandle driveways
should be eliminated and a public road located in their place.

Mr. Dave Thomas, a representative of the Department of Public
Works (DPW), testified that it was the opinion of his office that a public
road should not be extended to the Arundel Corporation property. He testi-
fied that his office reviewed the reclamation plan for the Arundel Corpora-
tion property and that Arundel owns approximetely 400 acres which are pro-
posed to be developed with over 1,000 homes. He further stated that ac-
cess to this 400-acre parcel is, in fact, provided via Greenspring Ave-
nue. The Arundel Corporation is simply attempting by way of this develop-
ment process to gain access to 10 acres of land that appears to be inacces-
sible, due to steep slopes and siream crossings. It is not truly lend-
locked in a legal sense but may be landlocked in a development sense,
given the steep slopes and streams. The Arundel Corporation seeks to add
ancther 10 to 15 homes, basically at the expense of those residents who
will purchase homes in the frees development, as well as those residents
who live along 014 Court Road who would suffer the amount of additional
traffic feeding onto 014 Court Road from development on the Arundel site.

¥r. Irv McDaniel, a representative of the Office of Planning and
Community Comservation, also testified regarding the use of panhandles v.
a public road for this project. Mr. McDaniel testified that his depart-
ment carefully reviewed the reclamation plan for the Arundel Corporation
property and found that access is, in fact, provided via Greemspring Ave-

nue. Given the fact that the Arundel Corporation property does have ade-
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quate access 10 Greenspring Avenue, the Office of Planning and Commnity
Conservation does not believe that a public road is warranted for this
project. Therefore, they support the utilization of panhandle driveways.

Having taken intc consideration all of the testimony offered
concerning the proposed panhandle driveway, I believe that a panhandle
driveway should be utilized in lieu of a public road. In the opinion of
this Hearing Officer, I helieve that a public road is not warranted and I
shall approve the plan as submitted. However, as stated previcusly, the
panhandle driveway %to Lot 7 needs either a waiver of DPW standards or a
variance from the B.C.Z.R., whichever is appropriate.

There were no other issues raised by any of the citizens, Balti-
more County representatives, or the Developer concerning the proposed
development. Therefore, having resolved all of the issues raised before
me at this Hearing Officer's hearing, I find that the developmernt plan
submitted inte evidence as Developer's Exhibit 2 should be approved, sub-
Ject to the terms and restrictions set forth below.

Therefore, pursuant to the zoning and develcpment plan requlations
of Baltimore County as contained within the B.C.Z.R. and Subtitle 26 of the
Baltimore County Code, the advertising of the property and public hearing
held thereon, the development plan shall be approved consistent with the
comments contained herein and the restrictions set forth hereinafter.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner and
Hearing Officer for Baltimore County this C=ngyy(dag of August, 1995 that
the development plan for the Trees Property, identified herein as Develop-
er's Exhibit 2, be and is hereby APPROVED, subject to the following re-
strictions:

1) The Developers may apply for their hbuilding per-
mits and be granted same upon receipt of this Order;

o
[€4)



howaver, the Develcpers are hereby made aware that pro-
ceeding at this time is at their own risk until such
time as the 30-day appellate process from this Order
has expired. 1f, for whatever reason, this Order is
reversed, the relief granted herein shall be rescinded.

2) The Developer shall provide field run surveys of
the stream buffer that traverses this property in the
event DEPRM reguires same to be provided.

3) The Developer must obtain either a walver or a
variance from the B.C.Z.R. for the panhandle driveway
to It 7 to remain in its present configuration. In
the event the Developer is unsuccessful in either
alternative, the Developer must reconfigure 1ot 7 to
comply with the panhandle requlations.

4} No building permits shall be igsued until such
time as public water is extended to each lot in this
subdivision.

5) Pricr to the issuance of a bullding permit for a
house on Lot 6, the Developer shall submit elevation
drawings to the Office of Planning and Community Con-
servation for a determination as to whether that house
is compatible with the Schonr house located on the adja-~

cent property. The Office of Planning and Community
Conservation shall have the final say on the issue of
compatibility.

Any appeal of this decision must be taken in accordance with

|kl s

TIMOTHY M. ROTROCO
Hearing Officer
for Baltimore County

Section 26-209 of the Baltimore County Code.
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IN RE: DEVELOPMENT PLAN HEARING * BEFORE THE
and PETITION FOR SPECIAL EEARING -
S/S 0ld Court Road, E of DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER

Branchwood Road
3rd Election District OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
3rd Councilmanic District
* rase Nos. II1-369 and 96-290-SPH
Nathan Patz, et ux, Owners; znd,
Harry Belman & Irv Polashmk, Coatract Purchasers/Developers

« - k3 = L] = - * I 3 x E

FINDINGS OF FACT AN¥D CONCILSIONS OF LAW ON REMAND

This matter comes before this Bsarinc Officer/Deputy Zoning Com-
missioner on Remand from the Coomiy Beard of Appeals for a finding as to
whether two density units were, in faci, reserved on Parcel A of the
subject site, through the lawful reccrd=tion of same. In addition to the
issue on remand, the Owners/Deveinpers sesk aprroval of an amendment to the
previously approved Final Development Zi=n of The Paiz Property, also known
as the Plat of the Minor Subdivisson of Toes Ptz Property, to reflect the
proposed development, known as The Tress Prooerty.

As indicated =above, this metter came before me for consideration
of a development plan prepared by DevelomeEstT Engineering Consultants,
Inc., for the proposed development ST the scject property by Nathan and

Doris Patz, Owners, and Harry Belwen =nd Ixz felashnk, Contract Purchasers/

by the Baltimore County Board of Appeals who, by Order dated October 25,

1995, remanded the case back to this Hearing Officer as noted above. A

'second Hearing Officer's Hearing was scheduled for Decesber 15, 1995, but

was subsequently postponed so that the Applicants coold £ile the instant

Petition for Special Hearing seeking the relief as set forth sbove. The

'héaring on that Petition and the Remand from the Board of Bppe=is wes then

heard by this Hearing oOfficer/Deputy Zoning Commissioner, om Karch 27,
1996, after which Counsel for the Owner/Applicants and the Protestants
submitted Post Hearing Memoranda of Law.

BAppearing at the public hearing required for this project were
Trv Polashuk, Owner/Developer, Thomas A. Church, President, Development
Engineering Consultants, Inc., who prepared the development planfsite plan
for this property, and Benjamin Bronstein, Esguire, atbtommey for the
Owner/bDeveloper. Appearing in opposition to the reguests before me were
Elaine O'Mansky, Vice President, 0ld Court/Greenspring Improvesent Associa—
tion, who was represented@ by Stephen J. Nolan, Esquire, Irving S. EKrol}
and Robin Kaplan, nearby residents of Branchwood Couxt, Beil Schechter,
who appeared on behalf of the Arundel Corporation, adjacent praperty
owners, and David S. Thaler. Numerous represeatatives of the warious

Baltimore County agencies who reviewed the plan atitended the hearing.

Hearing Officer, to determine whether two density units were reserved on
Parcel A of the subiject site, through the lawful recordation of same. That
is the only issue that is before this Hearing Officer on the Remand.

As to that particular issue, the following findings of fact are
made. The property which is the subject of this case, formerly known as
"The Patz Property;', proceeded through the minor subdivision process in

accordance with the development regulations of Baltimore County and re-

- ceived minor subdivision approval on June 3, 1991. Entered into evidence

as Developer's/Patitionar's Exhibit 1, was a plat of The Patz Property,
showing the subdivision of the property, which, at that time, consisted of
10.84 acres, into three separate parcels: Parcel A (1.6808 acres), Iot 1
(2.9 acres), and Tract B (5.6719 acres). This plat bears the sigoaiures
of David Thomas, a representative of the Department of Public ¥orks, amd
Frank Fisher, a representative of the Office of Planning and Zoning, both
signatures dated June 3, 1991. In addition, the subdivision plat specifi-
cally allocated the density units that would be associated with Parcel 2
(1.6808 acres)}, Tract B (5.6719 acres), and Lot 1 (2.9 acres) whick wes
subseqguently sold pursuant to the minor svbdivision. These density alloca-
tions were contained on Page 2 of the aforementioned minor subdivision

plat. It is from this minor subdivision plat, which received full smprov-

to be consistent with the seven-lot subdivision known as The Trees Property
which came before me for development plan approval in July 1995. The site
plan submitted with the Petition for Special Hearing, which was accepted
and marked into evidence as Petitioner's Exhibit 3A, depicts the seven lots
which were created on the property, pursuant to my Order issued in Aungust,
1995. At that time, the Petitioners did not request a special hearing to
amend the previously approved Final Development Plan of The Patz Property
to show that the remaining 7.3527 acres had been subdivided into seven lots.
Thus, the Petition for Special Hearing is necessary to reflect the changes
that were made to the property, in effect, showing two lots on Parcel 32,
and five lots on Tract B, which is consistent with the density allocations
specified on the minor snbdivision plat entitled "“The Patz Propertiy™.

After due consideration of the testimony and evidence presented,
it 1is clear that an amendment to the previously approved final development
plan is appropriate and should be approved. The relief reguested will not
be detrimental to the public health, safety, and general welfare and meets
the spirit and intent of the zoning requlations.

Therefore, pursuant to the zoning and development plan regulations
of Baltimore County as contained within the B.C.Z.R. and Subtitle 26 of the

Baltimore County Code, the advertising of the property and public hearing

Developers, with seven single family dw=ilincs. ¥he property consists of a

gross area of 7.3527 acres, more or less, zered D.R.1, and is located on ' As noted above, there are two proceedings pending before this al from Baltimore County in June, 1991, that density bas besn allocated to held thereon, the relief requested on Remand and the Petitionm for Special

the southeast side of Old Court Road =md Z—==cbwcod Court. The project Deputy Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Officer concerning this property, which Parcel A and Tract B in the aformentioned manner. Therefare, in response Hearing shall be granted in accordance with the following:

proceeded through the concept plan comiswswce, cammmity ioput meeting, was formerly known as The Patz Property, and, also, as The ¥rees Property. to the Remand of the Board of Rppeals, I find that the proper proceduores IT IS ORDERED by the ty Zoning Commissioner/Hearing Officer

and development plan conference as reguires, ==& czme befcre me at a Hear- As to the remand from the Board of Appeals, the issne before me is a very were followed 3in 1991 and that two density units were, in fact, reserved for Baltimore County this t J day of March, 1997 that the minor subdivi-

ing Officer's Hearing on July 26, 1225. Z¥ Irier dzted Bungust 24, 1995, 1 limited@ issue that has specifically been remanded to me by the Board of on Parcel A, pursuant to the development regulations of Baltimore County- B ‘ i sion of "The Patz Property" received full and final approval by Baltimore
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approved the development plan for The Trees P—Tperty, subject to certaln Appeals. The Board of Appeals otherwise affirmed my previcos decision o As to the Petition for Special Hearing, the Petitioners requested County in June, 1991, and was, in fact, lawfull i
P N v ’ y recorded, 3in aceordance
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approval of an amendment to the Final Developmwent Plam of The Patz Property with the development regulations of Baltimore County in effect at the time

this matter, however, specifically remanded the case in order for me, as
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terms and restrictions. An appeal of my 3scisise wes subsequently heard
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f its approval, and further, that two density =mits : - ‘ : ' uite 112, Courdioese KE: 5 * "

of its approval, an er a ensity Baltimore Coun[y 100 : Svenns KE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING B progregiioras 9(0 -"_2—?0 \——S?e—(' :

. o _ . o Zonine Commissioner Washingion > SEC 01d Court Road and Branchwood Court : * rz - - s .
Parcel A of the subject property, which is consistent Wit Ioe s | S " i Towson, Maryiand 21202 ’ ' {Trees Property), 3rd Election District, ' to the L‘onln'g Cﬂmmlssm Of Baltimore Cﬂunty
Office of Planning and Zoning (410) B87-4386 » 3rd Councilmanic ' at South silde of 01d Court Road at
forthepmperty located East side Branchwood Court 10.84 acres
Legal Owners: Nathan and Doris Patz hich is th 3 °

Contract Purchasers: Richard Belman and L DRI

genjam Gegrc’ns'te;né Esqgl?e - - o Irv Polashuk _ Yhis Petition shall be filed with the Oifice of Zoning Administration & Development Management.
vans, rge an ronstein . , Petiktioners The undersigned, legal cwner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is described in the description and plat attached
) ) 29 W. Susguehanna Avenue, Suite 205 . hereto and made a part hereol, hersby petition for a Special Hearing under Section 500.7 of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County,
approve an amendment to the Final Development Plan of Ths p iz . Towson, Maryland 21204 * * : to determine whether or not the Zoning Commissioner should approve  amendment to the Final Development

. . . , . . Plan of "The Patz Property" also knewn i ubdivisi
also kmown as the Plat of the Minor Subdivison of = = - RE: DEVELOFMENT PLAN HEARING and PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING "The Patz rty” wE 3 Flat of the Hinor Sbfimision of

S S/S 0ld Court Road, E of Branchwood Road ENTRY OF APPEARANCE e Prope .

3rd Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District
Nathan Patz, et ux, Owners; angd, Please enter the appearance of the Pecople's Counsel in the abcve-

Harry Belman & Irv Polashuk, Contract Purchasers/Developers
Case Nos. III-362 and 96-290-SFH captioned matter. Notice should be sent of any hearing dates or other

plan for The Trees Property, identified as Developer's ExzIbit X ES March 14, 1997

such, the relief requested in the Remand be @nd is here!

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Petition for Speciz’® Pearing to

accordance with Developer's/Petitioner's Exhibit

and is consistent with the seven lois

Dear Mr. Bronstein: \ ’ proceedings in this matter and of the passage of any preliminary or
Any appeal of this decision must be taken i
. . ' Enclosed please find a copy of the decision rendersed im tihe ’ final Order.
tion 26-209 of the Baltimore County Code. above-captioned matter. The Remand portion of the Development Plan has

been approved and the Petition for Special Hearing granted in accordeamce ? M}( WW\

% / ) with the attached Order.
L7 Al <> . PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN [/We do solemnly declare and affirm, under the penaities of perjury, that Uwe are the:
= legal owneris) of the property which is tha subject of thes Pefition.

TIHOTHY M. KOTROCC in the event any party finds the decision rendered is amfaver— People’s Counsel for Baltimore County
Coriract Purchaser/Lessoo: Lagal Owner(s):

Hearir—ig&(_)fficaf . : able, any party may file an appeal to the County Board of Appeals within : )
for Baltimors Comriy thirty (30) days of the date of this Order. For further information ou W‘S N ~ Richard Belman and Irv_Polashuk Nathan Patz
filing an appeal, please contact the Zoning Administration and Developsest AT . Fachare e v T

Management office at 887-3391. oo CAROLE S. DEMILIO - ) y . s A W
' Deputy People®s Counsel : ; iﬁﬁ[ﬂz ,‘jgéA’ZM A ] 1z /A'
Very truly yours, Room 47, Courthouse _ Sgrane v
400 Washington Avenue 3416 Keyser Road

\_/éa-{a//é / é ’4‘?‘0 ' 'fil'ﬁ? nésl'}‘?zlg;zm e

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations.
I, or we, agres to pay expenses of above Special Hearing advertising, posting, etc., upon filing of this petition, and further agree to and
are to ba bound by the zoning regulations and restrictions of Bafiimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore County.

Baltimore, Maryland 21208
Ciy State- Zipcode

TIMOTHY M. KO
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
TMK:bjs for Baltimore Coumty CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE )
‘ .. . One Slade Avenue 410-486-6048
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ch? day of February, 1996, a copy Amomey for Petitoner. Berjamin Bronstein Address Phane No. '
Evan-s,/?e orge/?n d Branstein Baltimore Maryland

of the foregoing Entry of Appearance was mailed to Benjamin Bronstein, i . Tipeor Cay State Tpcode
Name, Address and phone number of representative i be contacted.
Esquire, Evans, George & Bronstein, 29 W. Susquehanna Avenue, Suite .- ' Thomas Church, P.E.
. : ] Q Development Engineering Consultants, Inc
. . Signature, bl
Stephen J. Nolan, Esquire, Nolan, Plumheff & wllll;go4 205, Towson, MD 21204, attorney for Petitioners. ' . \' Name 6603 York Road
29 M. Susqw.é’xanna Ave., Suite 205 .

502 Washington Avenue, Suite 700, Towson, Md. 01512 (410) 377-2600
Ms. Elaine O'Mansky, Vice President, 0ld Court Greenspring Imp. Assoc. ) _ ' adgress (410} 296-0200  PoneNo, Address Phone No.

2 Saxony Court, Baltimore, Md. 21208 ' ¥ _ _Towson, Marvland 21204 L R ——
i N Gy State Zpocoe _—
ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING

Mr. Irving S. Kroll, B Branchwood Court, Baltimore, Md. 21208 oo
Ms. Robin Kaplan, 4 Branchwood Court, Baltimore, Md. 21208 : SETER ' . I

cc: Mr. & Mrs. Nathan Patz, One Slade Avenue, Baltimore, Md. 21208
Messrs. Richard Belman/Irv Polashuk, 3416 Keyser Road, Balto. Md.23208
Mr. Thomas Church, Development Engineering Consulitants, Inc.
6603 York Road, Baltimore, Md. 21212

FILING
7

T
%Sﬂm

A

-

-
)
#

Neil Schechter, Esquire, 233 E. Redwood Street, Baltimore, Ma. 21202 the foflowing dales Next Two honthe

\

Ms. Chris Rorke, Proj.Mgr., DPDM; DEPRM; DPW; Peoples Counsel; Fi o T - - |
| @ REVIEWED BY: “ )QM DATE "3["'36
.V - : lJ

ORDER REC

Date
By

et s n Sevogn Iok
- LA L SRS Fooer




DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, INC. . - | 6 —2F0 _5?{4 '
degrees 57 minutes 50 seconds East 307.49 feet to a point: 9) ‘ | CERTIFICATE OF POSTING Post by: 2/20/96

Site Engineers & Surveyors 6603 York Road

Bajtimore, Maryland 21212 . \ .
(410) 377-2600 thence North 59 degrees 26 minutes 36 seconds East 315.05 to the ZONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY CASE NUMBER: 96-290-SPH (Item 291)

(410) 377-2625 Fax . . ' Towma, Trees Property

_ ——— 3rd Election District - 3rd Co ilmani
TREES PROPERTY 9@ -7296 S 9& Containing 472,206 square feet or 10.8403 acres of land, more District -_5/:75- ' Legal Owner: Nathan Patz and Doris Patz

3RD ELECTION DISTRICT | z 7 ‘ ] Contract Purchaser: Ri
_ or less. -. I’Oltad for: .. § %t‘«—( 3 _ rchaser ichard Belman and Irv Polashuk

BALTIMDRE COUNTY, MARYLAND
. o | Special Hearing to approve amendment to the Final D 1
i ; 30 . | ‘ inal Development Plan of
Being all that land as descrihed in a Deed dated July o : . . , i the "Patz Property”, also known as Plat of the Minor Subdivision of the

BEGINNING for the same at a poimt in or near the center of s . ' , : "The Patz Property”.
1980, and recorded among the Land Records of Baltimare Comaty in g Remand from Baltimore County Borad of Appeals.

014 Court Road, as described in a Deed dated July 30, 1980 and B S )
Liber 6188, Folio 770. ‘ R : HEARING: WEDNESDAY, MARCH 6, 1996 at 9:00 a.m. in Room 118, Old

recorded among the Land Recrnrds of Balrimnre County in Liber 6188, ‘ S - ——————— e ' Courthouse.

Folio 770, 1) thence leaving 014 Cour: =2scad, South 40 degrees 52

minutes 37 seconds East 741.17 feer o a point; 2) thence South 44

~-wmr—e--  Dais of retur:.

degrees 53 minutes 47 seconds West 428.33 feet to a point,

situated on the northensterly most side of a2 50.00' right-of-way,
formerly known as Oak Road; 3) thence mmxing with and binding on
said right-of-way North 63 degrees 31 n:z=xtres 0 secands West
480.00 feet to a point situated on The ocritheasterly most right-
of-way line of Branchwood Court, being z var:ahle width right-of-
way; 4) thence running with and binding om T2e last mentioned

right-of-way, the following three courses & distances: North 53

degrees 17 minutes 10 seconds West 200.D7 fest. S} thence North 39 . : . )
degrees 34 minutes 10 seconds West 200.00 fse=: &) thence with a , L

f published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, & weckiy newspapes poblished
curve to the right having a radius of ZP_5855 Zset, an arc of 51.24 _ ¥ : [

feet and being subtended by a chord bezs:ing ad distance of North : . :
- weelm.ﬁeﬁrstpublicatbnappaﬂngmﬂff,mfé rounr.

09 degrees 42 minutes 0B seconds East 43 _1f¢ Yeet to 4 point on the ! 5 , .
. | j AR THan gy 2 STREES Ate A“g& 2C. CoBrES
. FROM: eacr Bs. .&’mjuew <

e Heg (oo ) —~ 2.58
ron. F DS TIN o (DG i .2 'zg

southeasterly side of 0Old Court Road: 7 —hemce North 31 degrees

02 minutes 10 seconds West 15.00 feet to 2 pz:ixt :a ar near the

center of 0l1d Court Road; 8) thence runmiag &icomg the cwntar of ) ‘ ) o Lo
0ld Court Road, the following twc cocrses auf *:sTinces: North 58 . ; ' I s : _ Q IJW)
| ! Y, N ) LEGAL AD. - TONSON ' | ' . ' o .' ' VALIDATION oxs:cmmnzorc.usm;

. PI-AGDCY  YELOW-CuSTOMER
R

-l¢«5.

*-e . . o

Zeeuosizoment Procsssing

Balnimore County Baltimore County Developmen Processing ) o ([IXED Baltimore County Developmen Processing . ’ 0! 1\ Balumore County Development Processing

-C - T Potnl] ‘la < alu-a' J'ri : : : -
- _oaunr, 100G | ! 4 2 i County Office Suiding , : I : County Office Buildin
- TN Department of Permits and sz en | P, Department of Permits and aw . County Office Buidding : on: t of S - &
\\ p ey Clesapeake Avenue ] - P 111 West Chesmperis Auenus . 1 Department of Permits and 111 West c‘i\ﬁme : ’ gepa{'tmem SI\?enmb ‘m? 111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Chesapeake - ‘ evelopment Managemen

3 AT
Pl | 1 e “..‘(._.; el Sl i B, . .
ll;" Development Managemsat P, Mariand o0 S L Development Management Towson, Maryhand 26204 . Development Management Towson, Marviand 21204 Eipr nees Towson, Maryland 21204

UI HUECCHES " : NOTICE OF HEARING
2 G ADVERTISING AND PCSTING REQUIFEMENTT - = | |
ONING HEARIN i1ST D ’ Febry 25, 1996 i | | varch 22, 1956
VIA FAX y | %t Q(GAM
Baltimore County zoning regulations require tha: aoi.ze oz =i7er o the ' . L oF . | The Zcning Cmninim:r of Baltnn:: Enll:t:, bynth:ig:f the Iming act nﬁh@!ﬁm of 3aitimcoe
general public/neighboring property owners =alative o FoomesT¥ Wpich NOT REASSIGNMENT 106 of the e of F 11 6 3 Fropessy OTT
is the subject of an upcoming zoaing hearing. For Thoss DETITIILS which ) Room Cocnty office Building, . &:wnh Ivente in Towwwm, Bacylsed JE204 , NOTICE OF REASSIGNMENT
- 5 3 - - e = = S.--.-
require a public hearing, this notice 1s acc omplished oF o=t 1 |
on the property and placement cf a notice in at leact one oewssaper o | Room 118, 01d Courthouse, 400 Washington Avecoe, Towson, Maryplaexd 2124 as follows: -
lation in the County. ‘ CASE NUMBER: 96-~290-SPH (Item 291) ‘ . CASE NUMBER: 96-290-SPH (Ttem 291)
general circulatl ) . Trees Property . Trees Property
SEC 0ld Court Road and Branchwood Court : CASE, NUMBER: 96-290-SFA (Item 291) SEC 0ld Court Roac and Branchwood Court

; i 3 zirements Ior DoEILOE 4O i - A 3 . -
This office will ensure that the legal reguiremenis = . ] 3rd Election District - 3rd Councilmanic Trees Property : 3rd Election District - 3rd Councilmanic

tipner 1 si=ls T : ;
advertising are satisfied. However, the petitioner TERTE . ) Legal Owner: Nathan Patz and Doris Patz SEC 01d Court Road and Branchwood Court Legal Owner: Nathan Patz and Doris Patz
Contract Purchaser: Richard Belman and Irv Polashuk

the costs associated with these requirements. Contract Purchaser: Richard Belman and Irv Polashuk 3rd Election District - 3rd Councdlmenic
Legal Owner: Nathan Patz and Doris Patz

PAYMENT WILL BE MADE AS TOLIOWS: Special Hearing tc approve amendment to the Final Devel t Plzm of Contract Purchaser: Richard Balman and Irv Polashok Special Hearing to approve amendment to the Final Development Plan of

g s e e —mEi_a s _ the "Patz Property"”, also known as Plat of the Minor Sobdivision of e the "Patz Property", also known as Plat of the Minor Subdivision of the
1) Posting fees will be accessed and pail o TRIE TTIITE "The Patz Property”. Special Hearing to approve amendoent to the Final Develommest Plan of the "Patz P-operty™, also I as ) "The Patz Property™.

time of filing. Remand from Baltimore County Board of Appeals. ' Plat of the Minor Subdivision of tha ™rbe Patr Property™.
Remand from Baltimore County Borad of Appeals.

Billing for legal advertising, dus upon = ) . HEARING: WEDNESDAY, MARCH 27, 1996 at 3:0C¢ p.m. in Room 106, County
from and should be remitted direc tly to . : ' . HEARING: WEDNESDAY, MARCH 6, 15996 at 9:00 a.a. in Room 118, 01d Courthonse. . - Office Building.

NON-DAYMENT OF ADVERTISING FEES WILL STAY ISSUANCE OF ‘ ’ NEW EEsuRiIeR-} DATE: TUESDAY, MARCH 12, 1996 at 9:00 a.m. in Room 138,

ERNOLD JABLON, DIRECTTE ‘ o fﬁ%}&_\) ' ) ARNOLD JABLON
| : DIRECTOR

g tisi J ARROLD JABLON
Tor newspaper advertising:
. o ‘ ’ cc: Stephen J. Nolan, Esg. {(fax 3296-2765)

cG: Nathan and Doris Patz
Iizem No. 2-“” Petitioner: /VA'T-HAA} : Thomas Church, P.E. : Benjamin Bronstein, Esqg. (fax #296-3719)
r =
: Nancy E. Paige, Esq. (fax #576-4167)

- - . cc: Nathan and Doris Patz Richard Belman and Irv Polashok
tocation: KE Ceopnfl oF oLl cF kD - L = ‘ | Thomas Church, P.E. _ Benjamin Bromstein, Esq. Tom Church (fax #377-2625}

i T Richard Belman and Irv Polashuk ‘ ‘
PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO: Benjamin Bronstein, Esq. . NOTES: (1) ZONING SIGN & POST MUST BE RESURNED TO RM. 104, 111 W. CEESAPEAXE AVENUE OF THE HEARTNG DATE.

,Z? ; /_'ﬁ . g~ Stephen Nolan, Esq. _ (2) HEARTNGS ARE FANDICAPPED ACCESSIRLE; FOR SPECTAL MACCORNIGATICS
i £y £assns ASTEL ) R - Nancy Paige, Esq. . (3) FOR INFORMATIOF CONCERING THE FILE AND/OR HEAKING, OOWYACT THIS OFFICE AT 887-3391.

ADDRESS: 2 ‘7 “urs- gq <¢>cf_gﬂ/ApJ;in} )—”Z/g;

A Dady __Mca/- Z_/Z»OK
PHONE NUMBER: 296 — £200

= ) A2 Frinted with Soybean Ink
—_— "7 . % on Recycled Paper
<=+ Preteg wih Saybean i ‘ Sl -§73 Prinled with Saybean ink

——— on Recycied Paper . _‘:‘1{9 on Recycled Paper

—




David L. Winstead

R o et "7‘-‘~‘_ tary
Balii County Development Processing | S s Maryland Department of T(argsponqtion Secre
nare . ount County Office Building e State Highway Administration e BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

Department of Permits and 111 West Chesapeake Avenue T ‘
Developmem Managemem Towson, Margland 21204 Y - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

February 15, 1986

Ms. Joyce Watson RE: Baltimore County ,
Baltimore County Office of MD 133 {south sxie) _ : Mr. Arnoid Jablon, Director February 21, 1996
Permits and Development Management Trees Property Zoning Administration and
County Office Building : , N Development Management |
A . BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
Benjamin Bronstein, Esquire Room 109 FROM:  J. Lawrence pﬂsﬁéﬂ INTEROFRFICE CORRESPONDENCE
Evans, George and Bronstein 111 W. Chesapeake Avenue # . Development Coorddnator, DEPRM

29 W. Susgquehanna Ave., Suite 205 Towson, Maryland 21204 ) , :
Towson, MD 21204 ' SUBJECT: Zoning Item @91 Patz Property TO: Arnold Jablon, Director DATE: Feb. 20, 1998

Dear Ms. Watson: 01d Court Road~&-Branchwood Court : Zoning Administration and Development Management

291 Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting of February 12, 1935
96-290-SPH . : G - ‘ FROM: bert W. Bowling, P.E., Chief
In our previous review of the development plan for the subject dem, and in our evelopment Plans Review Divieion

Feiizisner: K. Patz, et ux letter to Mr. Donald Rascoe, Deveiopment Manager for Baltimore Couny, dated June
Dear Mr. Bronstein: 27, 1995, we indicated that the proposed dedication and artrance Improvenents _ . RE: Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting
indicated on the plan are generally acceptable to the State Highwany Acimini: - ] ‘The Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management offers for February 20, 12896
The Zoning Adviscry Commitiee (ZhT;, w~iich consists of representa- (SHA). the following comments on the above-referenced zoning item: . Item No. 291
tives from Baltimore County wapprovel sgwacies, has reviewed the plans '
Environmental Impact Review

- . ‘ g e i )
:‘;g:::::ggmg tg:ﬁ:a;:f;zcl;f m:u?;;},u;ni:;c:zxgu,fg: Since the proposed residential entrances wﬂlsamlassﬂmﬁu:aﬁm.ﬁu ' S The Development Plans Review Division has reviewed
January 31, 1996. ] developer must contact Mr. Randy Brown, Resident Maintenanocs Engineer af 410-363- Development of the property must comply with the Regulations for the the subject zoning item. A final landscape plan must be
1315 in order to obtain the required permit necessary to construct the proposed Protection of Water Quality, Streams, Wetlands and Floodplains {Sections ; approved by this office prior to release of permits.
Any comments submitted thus fzr fron e members of ZAC that offer or ‘ entrances onto MD 133, 14-331 through 14-350 of the Baltimore County Code). ‘ '
request information on your petition &re rilachied. These comments are not '
intended to indicate the appropristenese of *%e zoning action requested, Therefore, we have no cbjection ta approval of the plan as subniized.

but to assure that ail parties {zoning comm-ns:coner, attorney, petitioner,

etc.) are made aware of plans or prozlems wiiX egard to the proposed Since our review of the current plans reveals no revisions 1o the proposed

improvements that may have a bearing or 2%ir1 case. Only those comments

that are informative will be forwede® 2 pen: "hoge that are not | access ontc MD 133, oprpreviouscomnwnts remain valid and we have =0 cbjsction
informative will be placed in the perm=nent —ene file. , to approval of the special hearing request.

If you need further information or hewe v ueations regarding these Shoukd you have any questions, please contact Bob Small 2t §1D-585-5581.
comments, please do nol hesitste Lo comimnst 13w —omenting agency or Joyce : '
Watson in the zoning office {BB7-338>). JLP:VK:sp

BRWB:sw

Development of this property must comply with the Forest Conservation
Regulations (Sections 14-401 through 14-422 of the Baltimore County Code).

PATZ/DEPRM/TXTSBP

Sincerelv,
W i
i

" .
_U.‘\:-’.'J‘,,;-—"-‘.

W. Zers ¥ootucihg, ST
Zaning Supert sz

WCR/Jjw
Attachment(s)

My s Y 0-545-5600 (Fax# 333-1041)

Marytand Retay Service for Impaired Hearing ot Spauch
1.800-735-2258 Statewida Toll Free
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 » Baltimore, MD 21203-0777
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street « Baltimore, Maryland 2132802

b y PMalnd wiith Soyboan Ink
on Recycied Paper

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND . - BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND S " " PROJECT NAME: Trees Property PROJECT NUMBER: III-369

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE , ' INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
' Project History:
| g This site was the subject of a minor subdivision (Patz Property) which was
o . - : P GEME - Tamomiaer Ll L3 . DEVELOPMENT PLAN COMMENTS ' » approved on June 3, 1991. It created 3 parcels (Parcel 567, 569, and 570).
T0: Arnold Jablon, Director, TDH : REVISED _ DEVELOPHENT PLAN CONFERENCE : ' Parcels 569, and 570 are proposed for development. There is a dt:relling )
e Armold F. "Pair seller, Tif o 5 .. ) ) ] : located on Parcel 567 and one located on Parcel 570. These dwellings will
TRO . TO: Arnold Jablon, Director - Zoning Administration & Development Managemest o0 remain. A variance was granted from quantity stormwater management on March

T
- . . blen, Director - Office of Permits & Development Managemen 5, 1992.
UBJECT: Patz Property T0: Armold Jablen _ FROM: Arnold F. (Pat) Keller, I1I1, Director - Gffice of Planning a&nd Zoaing

Dircctor - Office of Planning and

INFCRMATION: ) - Aroold F. (Pat) Keller, III, |
INTCRMATION: _ , FROL o ity Conservation DATE: July 5, 1995 . Other Anticipated Actions and Additional Review Items:

- S - 2033
Item Number: %_91 . DATE: Jaly 11, 1995 PROJECT NAME.: Trees Property Special Exception Referral to Planning Board

pecitioner: Fatz Property PROJECT NAME:  Trees Property PROJECT NUMBER:  III-369 . __ Variance * Compatibility

Property Size: . I1I-369 PROJECT PLANNER: Ervin McDaniel —— . VWaiver Scenic Route

DR-1 . . . Ervin McDaniel : ‘ cE . TION: : RTA Modification Design Review Panel

Special Hearing * A variance for stormwater management quality control was granted on March 5,
RECOMMENDATIONS = Applicant Name: Harry Belman & Irv Polashuk 1992.

/ i | |
/ Staff has reviewed the submitted materials and recommends APPROVAL

subject ta the listings below.

3416 Keyser Rd Baltimore MD 21208 : PARTIES TO BE NOTIFIED BY APPLICANT:

Location: South side cornmer 0ld Court Rd & Branchwood ALT. ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS Helmsley Court HOA

i ine has reviewed the required scenic route wmETaTind Steve Frenkil
The Office of Planning qu Greenspring East 4 Hurlingham Courtt

. -sections) and find that this
(photographs, landscape pla!;tai?: ‘f'mzi tszfl the :cenic quality of Did William Flax Baltimore MD 21208
project does not have 2 neg 1P Councilmanic District: _2nd : 27 Willwood Court
GCourt Road. ) o Baltimore ™MD 21209 0ld Court Greenspring Imprvmt Assn
-t Growth Management Area: Community Conservation Area ) ’ Harry Goldberg, President
) 3131 0l1d Court Road
Zoning: DR 1 ' Baltimore MD 21208

£ <= .,:‘:.j = -
£ this oiiice. Scenic Route

Bozd Coznection ) ’ H
staff has reviewed documentation (cross-section, revised developmeaz

plan showing the public road, and the Arundel Greensprn:.ng Quarry Reclz-
mation Development Plan) and will not require this ;.)rojet.t to hawe a
road connection to the Arundel Greenspring Quarry site.

Acres: 7.7986% acres MEETINGS:

The cross-sections and revised development plan revealed that a pudiic Surrounding Land Use and csr: Concept Plan Confarence 027 21/ 95 Community Input Heeting 03 / 29/95
road would have a negative impact on Old Court Road, the EJIJ.ST.JJ}_% hoese Zoming
on site and the development potential of the site. The Reclamatiom North: DR 1 Single-family Homes
Development Plan for the Arundel Greenspring Quarry does mot show 5 : Sonth: IR 3.5 Greenspring Quarry . P larming Board .,
connections to the properties fronting 01d Court Road. East: IR 1 Single-family Homes . _
West: DR 1 Single-family Homes RECOMMENDATION(S)
Landscapin _ £ - The Office of Planning and Zoning has reviewed the Development Plan for
The final Lendscape Plan should show a landscape buffer at the rest © : conformance with the Concept Plan comments of February 17, 1995 and will not
lot 6 and the existing house at 2917 Old Court Road. - Project Proposal: R make recommendations to the Hearing Officer until the following information
The Applicant is proposing 7 single-family dwelling units on 7.7986% of land that was requested at the Concept Plan Conference is submitted to the Plan-
zoned DR 1. A rejquest will be made to allow a panhandle longer than the ning Office.
maximum length permitted to the existing dwelling on Lot 7. The tract is -
predominately wooded with some lawn. There is a stream, wetlands and

f ) %{ (% ﬂ ¢ 47 E floodplain located on the western portion of the property.
Division Chief: ”u e“" :

EMD:rdn

Development Plan Conference Q7 /05 /95 Rearing Officer's Hearing 07 /26 /95

9303369 DEV/PAONE/CONGERY . ' ! 9503369 . DEV/PZONE/CONCEPT
9503369.D2/PZONE/CONCEPT




mEFTW

BB/mMLQ/US.11.¥& - . , --. “ _ _ LAW OFFICES LAY OFFICES l [ E l ] LUJ

EVANS, GEORGE AND BRONSTEIN . EVANS, GEORCE AND BRONSTEIN |
- SUSQUEHANNA BUILDING, SUITE 205 ] : : SUSCUEHANNA BUILDING, SUITE 205 ZONEN . CO( nrp issiONER

_ 29 WEST SUSQUEHANNA AVENUE . 29 WEST SUSQUEHANNA AVENUE nii
_ ] - _ TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 : TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
- -t - . -
é _ ~ , (410) 296-G200 (410} 296-0200
% \ 3 /Ua Am o/ég d.wj’- ./p’ W"-? -‘#’JOQ ~ i . FAX: (410) 296-3719 FAX: (410) 296-3719
L ROBERT EVANS OWNETAN d K L. ROBERT EVANS CONSTANCE K PUTZEL

HARPIS JAMES GEORGE \ ' HARRIS JAMES GEORGE :
BENJAMIN BRONSTEIN : : BENJAMIY BRONSTEIN OF counszL

W;&( 4—{»—1&;4” - | : MICHAEL J. CHOMEL ' MICHAEL J. CHOMEL
4 &Yoo . _

January 30, 1996 ' March 8, 1996

THE TREES PROPERTY BEFORE THE

e B g T

ZONING COMMISSIONER
NO.: 96-290-5SPE {(Item 20

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

e

+ * * * L *

PP 7B g — ey — e ST - -

. —r-w‘lvr;- .
[

e

SUBPOEEA BOCES TECUN

- r——e—

|
{
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Jcseph Merrey, Flanner
Office of Permits and Develogment

R

AP R E et ek AR = e e Vit
- R

-

Management for Baltimora DToomty _ o 7 .
County Office Building . | i ELI D VIA FAX 887-3468 VIA FAX _887-5708
111 West Chesapea&?_%;gi,,g , - Ane . leacsta Yol vl o ] o AND FIRST CLASS MAIL AND FIRST CLASS MAIL
Towson, Marvliand 2iZ3J4 - ' Arnold Jablon, Director

Department of Permits : The.Honorable Lawrence Schmidt Arnold Jablon, Director

and Development Management , Zoning Commissioner for Department of Permits and
County Office Building ' Baltimore County Development Management
111 West Chesapeake Avenue Courthouse County Office Building
Towson, Maryland 21204 400 Washington Avenue 111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204 Towson, Maryland 21204
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At the reguest of Berniamin Eromstein, Esquire, attorney for

P
"

the Developer, you are commzandes =z 2aFgear and testify at the

RE: The Trees Property
; RE: Trees Property
Dear Mr. Jablon: Case No.: 96-290-SPE_(Item 20)

following date, time and place:

Tuesday, )
I am enclosing the following: W Dear Commissicner Schmidt and Mr. Jablon:

‘o A | 1. Petition for Special Hearing in triplicate. ‘ : This letter is to inform you that I categorically oppose the
Sy request for continuance nade by Stephen J. Nolan in the above-

2. Zoning description under seal in triplicate. captioned matter.

Washington ivenue, TIOwsIc.

3. Copy of 200 scale zoning map. Very truly yours,

S . . - . ; q. Twelve (12) copies of the Second Amended Develrmme=t EVANS, € LORGﬁﬁAND BRONSTEIN
YOU FURTHER ARE COMMAKNDEL 4o Zroingy si%a yau to the hearing the | . _ 7 Plan/Development Plan - Trees Property. - ,___/i_J/{GA er;. {//
: ’ . /< )

F : T ] 1Y DEVE LD (1 . .“.l".._...’_l 15411 - &V Le fOt the Ixeeg ) . 5 l! ] ] l I i - 7
Department Of erml end & 'E---:)n&--- - - . - ] . ;

BB/mlg /

Property as are within your possess_o:  ouszady. of control. - : The development plan for this property was filed in PDM IIi-
369. In that case the Board of Appeals approved the develiopmens
plan but remanded the case to the Zoning Commissioner fcr purposes I . .
o “ of amending the final develogment plan. I am therefore reguesting ﬁ cc: Stephen J. ¥°1an’ Esgulre gvia fax 296-2765)
e = P ot | - that this filing, together with the remanded case be promptiy set Nancy E. Palge, Esquire (via fax 576-4167)
Toring Comm fElommr fat y , _ in for a consolidated expedited hearing before the ZIecsainc ' Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire (via fax c/o 887-3182)
o | - Commissioner/Hearing Officer. ) People’s Counsel

-

! lnpurTice: K £

Paty

//'J//{/.é‘ 'gé;fé r.‘--// ’(51_,\,_
/»’ -{/4? L P (‘9:, ft‘;_
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MORTON B. PLANT

- .o TEOO ROLUING MILL ROAD
NOoLAN, PLUMRBROFF & WILLIAMS : IR R : . .
m- m e Em . Eant ° i BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21224

AR CRARTERED e - . ' , R - ———
:“’“‘g' : *"‘"""‘ A S5utr 700 Court TOwLRS ‘ : - . . . IFD)FE‘M:T
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- TELEFAX 4101 208.276% . ' ' March 6, 1994 R S R A LR E Ty T e T
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P ve: TETJ ,
v _ 1he Honorable l'imothy Kotroco

a3 aZmmTcHI wmkw gE3g- March 7, 1996
Depuiv Zoning Commuission & Hearning Officer

VIA HAND DELIVERY i : Raltmors Counnv
e 3 ' OMd Court House
Arnold Jablon, Director Honorable Lawrgn:e SomIn 100 Washinaton Avenue
= 8 5 i Department Zoning Commissiones : '~ : : . S K W gion
YIA FAX B87-345 altimore County o g o . Towson MD 21204

AND FIRBT CLASS X of Permits and Devalopment Court House
Management 400 Washington .1-\—:.;:'_._.§ ' The Honorable Timothy Kotrocoe . o )
Ccunty Office Building Towson, Maryland ZI.Z24 ) Deputy Zoning Commission & Hdezring Officer p Dear Commnussionst Kotroca;
111 West Chesapeake Avenue ) Baltimore County Al ! K :
Towson, Maryland 21204 ' Old Court House : o I 1 expected 1o attend the hearing todav for case #96-290SPH
400 Washington Avenue [ ; : . . . " - ) )
' ; . (itern 2911 regarding the “Trees™ property. Because of
Re: Trees Property Towson, MD 21204 - s . : piemm -7 1 TeSATams propet. ,
‘ ¥ : insuthictent notice 1 am unable to attend the hearing on the 12th

Case No.: 96-290-SPH (Item 20) . ‘ .
T _FQR CONTINUANCE . Dear Commissioner Notroco: as [ will be out of the State at that time.

The Honorable Lawrence
Zcning Cormmissioner fcor
Baltimcre County

:rthouse
Washingten Avenue
~scn, Maryland 21224
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Mrs. Plant and I consider the extra two houses to be a direct
vinlation of zoning for the property in question. As
Branchwood Court conforms to DR1 it is unfair to the people
on this street and turthermore completely illogical to increase the

density espectally at this intersection.

Dezr Mr. Jablon and Commissioner Schmidt: I lLad planned to attend the h
. . - L . _ ] (item 291) regarding the "Trees"”
* . The above-captioned matter 1s currently Set IOI : : < the hearing on the 12th because
icner Schridt an . 3 : - : Tuasday, March 12, 1996 at 9:00 a.m. _ sufficient notice for me ro be
. . et _ . We consider the extra 2
letter 'is tTo inforr . that I ; : . ; The purpose of this letter 1is to request a CcOntizZzzzos : _ property. Branchwood Court
or continuance = = ) a kave just been informed by my expert witness, Mr. DavaZ - . residents to increase the
zatter, : that although he was available for the original hearin , _ Even more distressing
- ) I _ bl
}fgrch 6, 1996, he will be out of the country on Tues road through the property.
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Tt only adds insult to this idea with the thought of Arundel
building an access wall through this property. This would feed a
tremendous amount of traffic ¢n to Old Court Road very close
to the Greenspring Avenue intersection. The Greenspring-Old
Court intersection s already difficult enough to enter at anytime.
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- e w - j March 4; <
EVANS , @EORGE 1} WETET - We learned of the _reass1gr}ment on -, ; . by Arundel that its development wo
= — - T request could not be submitted prior to ten days of soseE : We urge you not allow this viola:

Thank you for your consideration of this request. B ‘ v rruly vau: S Please do not allow this proposal to pass.

Very truly yours,

/" -~ ,' -1 . ™ L i . ’
i : . Rosal LEVISOTL Tt "
/A;E@Rmu a‘ﬂ/c—i '2""'“.-"1,'-'.-'-.’ : 18 Brzgc'n'\:ooé Court N ;fl"‘, p ,I/
¢y £. Palge, Esquire (via fax 576-4167) o or 01d Court/Gr orim . - ‘
y . ’ A Counsel for our S28nsT S . . :
Max Zimmerman, Esquire (via fax c/o 8B7-3182) . Improvement Association ce: The Honorable Lawrence E. Schzid:t Aorton B. Plant
Fecople’s Counsel : T

Yours very truly,

MBP/AE

SJIN/mao

cc: Benjamin Bronstein, Esquire i | - . . ' cc: The Honorable Lawrence E. Schmidt

Phyllis Friedman, Esquire
Ms. Elaine O'Mansky

Dr. Harry Goldberg

David S§. Thaler
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PROTESTANT(S) SIGN-IN SHERT

NAME AnoEESS
Srevrer \T-A/amk_)__ Ste 705, 34 éb‘gm/fhfa-
— e ATy ol BLD Covr  ~Tewiens MD. 1204
ol _'é;raf-{"&?f fom L P/D12 Craentsfome  IMPeNaAenT—
<7 _L ,-‘:‘&.L,:?(Liéaﬁ«_n# e 2z % R | AsSociprion] NC.
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SUBJECT
SITE

ZONING MAP
1" =200’
REF MAP NO.
Nw-9p
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S Praoled weih T heean it
an P v led Fap

g) @ 1 7L

BEFORE THE
ZONING COMMISSIONER ' Ponerable Timotny xor
-..Culng commiSSionerr Toco
8 Office

Trees PropeI Ty aid 1
LOCATION: Intersec—iag OF BALTIMORE COUNTY rcws§§“‘§Dh°“se
Branchwood 232 313 ity 21204
Court RoaZ
DISTRICT: 3Cz De
] . - . : ar
PROPOSAL: 7 Single Family : : —— - Mr. Kctrccc,
Detached Dwell.ogs

¥ * *

Zlaize CTMz==kr I3 . .
herebw_-ll SwWeaI TPpITS PEeni_Tr seriury that i-—a3 cuITexntly a : ’ R rOST HEARING MEMORANDUM OF . 7 . - .
TEE AILTNDEL CORPORATION, PROTESTANT _ . Y opposeq to

_ - _ 7 . Iporation inp order

duly elected gecber ¢l Ttz | isczore) Eoctnglo=mitree) : - .
. ; rr * Ccrporation, by its attorneys, offers the
of the The TIZ IooTi Soeemil : : , |
following post-te2ri-g memorandum in support of its opposition to Ty .
'- - Sinceraly,

and she was sz Fth 2 £ S )
Heaving Officer Ezexizg, : : : : : R approval of the Dsvelcpment Plan for the Trees Property. . _ ) o : r - p /
. ‘ (:Zuy(i Qf?é;tn.

Erika Schon

FACTS

=l srment Plan proposes the subdivision for

single family - Zsmces of two non-contiguous portions of a

10.84 acre parcel w=ich was the subject of a minor subdivision

[ S

T —— A s

330 012 demc: Zosd :
approval in 15%1. <IT== 1591 plat showed three parcels denominated

LRl 1ot -1 -

Zalzizsre, Maryland 20205
DATE: cz=ched : ' .
, respectively Lot 1 (2.9 acres), Parcel A (1.6808 acres), and

P

_-Sagretary

s

szdqane Dagurt

Tract B (5.671% =« ; The subject Development Plan proposes
that Parcel A and : ' be further subdivided to permit a total
of 7 dwelling unics, Darcel A and 5 on Tract B (including
one existing single family dwelling on Tract B). Lot 1, an L
shaped property, lies retween the two development pieces. It has
been conveyed out since the minor subdivision, and is improved by

one single family dwelling.
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2) LT SOLD TO -EwW & EBICA DCHON THIEOUGH MINOE SUR-Divion CF PaTzZ. PEOPERTT (2I073M), . 2 BITUMILOUS COME. [ BunD S
4038.03 3) BEMAIWDER OF OBIGINAL TELLT 0 BE SUB-DIVIDED[AS PEOPOSED THEOUGH | Pt 5/‘5‘;;’ t’l'gué@é /Msé(so;;;;{;
I MINOEZ SUB- DWISIo OF PATZ FPROFPEETY, AND APPROVED BY BoTA .o, G -35-9)\ PANUAND - s - o
WATERSHED: 24 (AMENDE O S-S ] ‘ M A f__;E | VAt -

PAVING DETAIL Tt

MAILBOX PAD DETal

NCY TO SCace

Z.o4

ELECTICN DISTRICT: 3 COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT:

CENSUS TRACT NOC.:

SUBSEWERSHED: 58
WATER AND SEWER DESIGNATION: W-3 .;* $-S NOT TO SCALE

NO HISTORIC BUILDINGS EXIST ON SITE.

SEPT F—jﬂio,gDEc. 990
WETLANDS HAVE BEEN FIELD LOCATE ;\AND VERIFIED BY A&
REPRESENTATIVE OF BALTIMORE COUNTY, DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRCONMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESQURCE MANAGEMENT, AND ARE

SHOWN ON THE PLAN.
™0 THE 3SEST )F OUR XNCWLEDGE, THERE ARE NO KNOWN CRITICAL ,
AREAS, ARCHAECLOGICAL SITES, ENDANGERED SPECIES HABITAT, 0¢ 4 TRiOK
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Swm o TE- Cc}“‘# Fakc:’ﬁ‘

A VARZANCE TROM STORM WATER MANAGEMENT QUANTITY CONTROL WAS
GRANTED FOR THIS SITE ON MARCH S, 19%92.

WATER QUALITY FOR THE S 1L 3E ACHIEVED BY RUNOFF L
VARIEDS

I W 2
FLOWING THRGUGH THE VEGETATED AREAS ON-SITE (SEE VARIANCE

REQUEST, 3.5.92). - :
R EASEMENT AND FOREST CONSERVATION EASEMENT 7 - RPEFUSE COt}.-
PAD OET,

mE

= & Sl w00 T e bo (NFORMATION)
THERE SHEALL BE NO CLEARING, GRADING, CONSTRUCTION OR : i pe—— e e
DISTURBANCE OF VEGETATION IN THE FOREST BUFFER EASEMENT NOT O 5_‘; Al T
AND FOREST CONSERVATION EASEMENT, EZXCEPT AS PERMITTED BY .
THE SAITIMORE COUNTY, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

2r0TES . AND RES. URJE MANAGEMENT.
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TESTS NTRE JCNDUCTED FOOR THE SEPTIC RESERVE ) £ y >
SidHAKD L Eae
THIS PLAN, AND THE RESULTS ARE ON FILE WITH g RS
OEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND
GRIUNDWATER MANAGEMENT. ’

MUST BE APPROVED BY THE BALTIMORE —
PLANNIN I PRIOR TC THE ISSUANCEI OF BUILDING N — - ’fs
- BEX GEouNap

e B

iRiTEY EX.

PRI Evdii T
S RA S

SHCWN HEREON ARE FOR THE LCCATION OF ALL PRINCIPAL
GNLY. ACCESSORY STRUCTURES, FENCES, AND

INTC YARDS MAY BE CONSTRUCTED QUTSIDE THE
®, BUT MUST COMPLY WITH SECTIONS 400 & 301 OF THE

-t ¥

BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS (SUBJGECT TG COVENANTS

AND APPLICABLE BUILDING PERMITS) .
: 480
18. ACCESSORY STRUCTURES; FENCES AND PROJECTIONS INTO YARDS

CANNOT BE LOCATED IN FLOOD PLAIN AREAS OF HYDRIC SOILS. HEARING OFFICER S oroEE

THEREFQRE, IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner ang

TIE

Ta
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TRECTOR OF .i#.NOTES: THIS DEVELOPMENT PLAN IS APPROVED .
Y TE I T MR TE 5 RV N INTE TION QF THE < == - . . - .
Y THE DIRECTOR OE i jI;;TB?gEgOg]‘?L?ég ‘;II;'J?HR?E;T?;PEO{OV%D HE ) Hearing Officer for Baltimore County this J & day of August, 1995 that 4.7
OLICY, DENSITY ANDZBULK CONTROLS AS THEY ARE DELINEATED IN : ' : 2 -
HIélaEeﬁgiTIggs = S PQR; 6 RRgARCEL OF THIS T RQCT THA‘? HAS the development plan for the Trees Property, identified herein as Develop-
. UTILIZED FOR'DENSITY TO SUPPORT DWELLINGS SHOWN THEREON
- PURTHERLDIVIDED, SUBDIVIDED OR DEVELOPED FOR | o | -
DR ANV DURPNSE QTHER THAN THAT . a7 - - ' e
S .- gttt ans : strictionss:
SRR ' 1) The Developers may appiy for their building per- ERLDoNME Fotg 8E AsMEUDwEnT
fru:s and be granted same upen rece.'.pt. of <this Order: (Oa"E oF 222 A BT hAE ST
nowever. the Developers are hereny made aware that pro- =
ceeding at thils <Ime iS aU their own riSK until sucn EESVUBD v Sion ov BaTZ PEOPERTY
time as tne 10-day appell.ate process <from <this Order FREORA rraaoR DYED VSO TO
has expired. Z5r whatever reason, this Order 1is MAJOIZ SuBDH v D0
reversed, <ne reliel granted herein sha.l De rescinded. CERTIFICATION AS To
DELINQUENT ACCOU™T S

er's Exhibit 2, ‘be and is hereby APPROVED, subject to the following re-

n The Developer sna.. provide fieid run surveys of
the stream opuffer that traverses %this properTy .n tThe
event DEPRM requires same TO De prov:ided. This Certification is submitted in connection with the

deve lopment known as T - L Feagen T
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PRAZH JJLLECTION TO BE BY BALTIMORE JOUNTY, IN FRONT OF
oTS. iTRASH PAD DETAIL SHOWN FCR DANHANDLE LOT THRU 7).
ACCEPTANCE GF THIS PLAN IN NC WAY RIMDS BALTIMORE CGUNTY TO
REFUSE COLLECTION OF THIS DEVELOPMENT. AT THE TIME JF
CONSTRUCTION, A REPRESENTATIVE OF TUE BUREAU WILL MEET WITH
~£4E DEVELOPER CR HiIS REPRESENTATIVE TO DISCUSS DETAILS OF

‘BEFUSE COLLECTION
y Bein 70

3} The Developer must obtain exther a walver or a
variance Ifrem the B2.2.2.R. for the panhandle driveway
to Lot 7 To remaln in .ts present conriguratlon. in
the event the Developer is unsuccessful in either
alterznative, the Develcper must reconfigure Lot 7 o
comply with the pannandle regu.ations.

4) No building permits shall be issued until such
time as pubiic water .3 extended Io sach lot n this
subdivisicn.
¢

3) Prior =c¢ <the issuance of a bullding permit Ior a
hcuse nn Lot &, the Developer sha.l submit elavatien
drawings <to the O0ffice of Planning and Community Con-
servation for a determination as tc wnether that house

aqd is given 1in accordance with the provrszonslot section 22-55{cC)
of the Baltimore County Code, 1578, as amended.
- . i .

WE, S ARL - £ , now make oath that to the
best of my knowledge and belief there are no delinquent accounts
for any other development due and owed to Baltimore County,
Maryland by the applicant, a person with a financial interest in
the proposed development, or any person whe will perform
coptractual services on behalf of the proposed development.

fo {/f: ;)—4‘.‘{4’»_\,
Affiant

_ I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 3+¢ day of L/J)fq:/i_/ ,
19 . before me, the subscriber, & Notary Publi J.n,and,,for the /

County and State aforesaid, perseanally appeared{ e € Q".j:{
; and made oath in due form g1 Yaw thaz
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